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ABSTRACT

Campus Design and the Community College Experience:
An Exploration of Stress, Belonging and Scholarly Identity
by

Vanita Naidoo

Advisor: Anthony G. Picciano

This mixed methods research study examines factors that influence the development of scholarly
identity at a community college campus. It uses survey methods and a focus group with
undergraduate students at the Bronx Community College (BCC) campus to examine how campus
design relates to a sense of belonging, the process of reflection, and the development of a scholarly
identity. Academic attrition and low performance are challenges at urban community colleges. The
study aims to address how campus design, specifically green space, impacts undergraduate students
at a community college. It seeks to better understand the experience of the diverse student
population at CUNY, while informing discourse on how campus design works to promote
belonging, allow for reflection, and develop scholarly identity.
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GLOSSARY

Academical Village – is a concept created by Thomas Jefferson that emphasized the idea of
community and that fostered meaningful exchange between faculty and student. It was a location
that was defined by an academic experience, unique to this environment.
Affordance – what an object offers a person, what it provides or furnishes. Positive and negative
affordances are delineated in terms of what one may be able to do with an object versus how an
object creates an obstacle or barrier.
Attention Restoration Theory – the experience of fascination (effortless attention) allows directed
attention to stop for recovery. Natural environments are rich in the characteristics necessary for
restorative experiences that lead to recovery from fatigue.
Backyard Space – a space, designated for faculty, staff and students that is defined by its threesided enclosure and is a private space used for more intimate encounters between smaller groups of
people either talking or eating on campus. The effect of a cozy or quiet atmosphere is increased by
being located behind a building.
Cottage System – an American construction of campus buildings that separates structures to form
a patchwork of academic units that are “park like” in structure.
Directed Attention – involves effortful attention.
Fascination – involves effortless attention.
Front Porch – outdoor spaces that lead directly into frequented buildings such as departments or
common areas. They have a physical and psychological quality that offer ques for the student to
transition from one type of behavior to another.
Front Yard – spaces where students feel it is acceptable to relax, sunbathe or mediate in a public
space on campus because it is familiar and they are surrounded by people they know or recognize.
Hard Fascination – a characteristic of active settings when one watches an energetic activity.
High-Users – those who engage in regular use of green space on campus.
Home Base – a building or other space on a campus map students consider a “home” and visit
routinely.
Home Turf – a space that campus users inhabit regularly.
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Land Grant Universities – public institutions of higher education designated by a state to receive
the benefits of the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890.
Low-Users – those who engage in minimal use of green space on campus.
Multiversity – a term that defines a university as having various functions and communities that
are brought together within a single academic structure.
Sociofugal – a type of space that keeps people apart, defined by the grid design.
Sociopetal – a type of special design that brings people together, defined by the “radiating star”.
Soft Fascination – a characteristic of natural settings when one recovers from directed attention.
Restorative Experience – the idea of escaping the environment that is taxing is at the core of the
feeling of being away and could apply to a mental or physical conception of removal. It allows for
one to clear their mind.
The City University of New York (CUNY) – the public university system of New York City.
The Serviceman’s Readjustment Act (G.I Bill) – a policy that allowed veterans to earn a degree
at institutions of higher education across the country.
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CHAPTER ONE
A History of Postsecondary Education

Introduction
The American higher education system was born out of the image of Oxford and Cambridge.
Colonial settlers founded a university system that would continue the traditions of higher education
from the Old World. Both the introduction of the Morrill Land Act and the shift from elitism toward
inclusion created space for the public university, an institution focused on educating citizens of the
new democratic republic. In the initial years, that referred exclusively to white men, though it would
later grow to include different types of students, who occupy multiple identities. With that idea in
mind, the Truman Commission’s report on higher education in 1947 characterized the community
college as being able to respond to “social problems” and encourage a “fuller realization of
democracy” (Zook, 1947, p. 8-22). Literature on the historical and social contexts that gave rise to
public higher education and the community college is explored, in addition to the example of the
City University of New York, specifically Bronx Community College.

Defining the American Higher Education System
American society is characterized by its complexity and diversity. Its higher education system is a
tiered structure that includes senior and junior colleges, with diversity in programs and disciplinary
offerings. These schools are often referred to as four and two-year colleges, though many two-year
colleges offer both academic and professional curricula that have very different missions. Earning
a two-year degree can lead to entrance into a four-year college, where one can complete a
baccalaureate degree. Alternately, it can simply culminate in the completion of an Associate’s
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degree. Those who pursue vocational careers are able to complete either degree or non-degree
certifications, which are available at the two-year college. These different educational pathways
come with students who have unique identities that are shaped by important demographic factors
such as social class, geographic location, age, gender, culture and language. The two-year college
is further characterized by its function within the education system because of its placement in the
middle ground between high school and the four-year college. In terms of location, the urban,
suburban and rural two-year school has had very little in common when thinking of populations
served, funding and relationships to four-year colleges or the workforce. In order to understand the
origins of these differences it is crucial to examine the historical background that defines higher
education in America.

History of Higher Education in America
In its colonial past, higher education was an exclusive experience that was restricted to those who
could afford private institutions. Harvard University was the first institution of higher education in
the new colony, a private college that was focused on educating the sons of important families.
Established in 1636 and designed in the image of Cambridge University, it was the alma mater of
John Harvard, a wealthy clergyman who died in transit to the New World, bequeathing half his
estate, including his library, to the creation of this elite institution (p. 23). Turner explains that
Peyntree House and its “Cow-Yard” were Harvard’s first land, which started the trend of referring
to the university grounds as a yard and was eventually replaced by the Greek word “campus”
meaning field (p. 23). Accordingly, Ivy League schools such as Yale and Princeton were created to
educate the sons of prominent families in the traditions of the past, however up until the nineteenth
century, there were no options for students of modest means. Hence the Land Grant Act of 1862
provided far more than an attempt to unify the polarized North and South. According to Trow
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(1984) during colonial times a college could not exist without a charter, which was administered
by the King of England (p. 132 – 62). In that context, few postsecondary options were available,
making the American Civil War a true turning point in the education system. The nineteenth century
brought great change to the New World with the introduction of public higher education. Turner
(1990) reminds us that President Lincoln passed The Morrill Land Grant Act in 1862, which would
forever change access to a postsecondary education in the United States (p. 129). This was a
defining moment in American history because the Land Grant Act established public universities
while Horace Mann introduced the free common school. Together, these innovations in public
education formed an American system that encouraged an educated citizenry who could participate
in the democratic process. With that spirit in mind, under the Land Grant Act, the federal
government allocated money towards the creation of public institutions that were focused on
agricultural sciences and mechanical arts. Ratcliff (1994) explains that as a result of these
conditions, the number of state schools increased in order to create a supportive foundation for a
citizenry that could be defined by their education” (p. 6). This marked the end of a system that made
the sons of wealthy families the sole benefactors of higher education. Instead it created space for
those of working - class backgrounds, who desired postsecondary education. In the nineteenth
century, America shed its colonial identity, to pursue the growth of an educated middle class.
Ratcliff (1984) depicts the instability of these many state schools as he posits community support
was present in their creation yet insufficient in the maintenance, which led to their ultimate demise.
He cites the Panic of 1894 at the turn of the century, as assisting in the reform that led to the
necessary distinction in the scope and purpose of the two-year college (p. 7).
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Furthermore, in The American College and the Culture of Aspiration, 1915-1940, Levine (1986)
explains that “ as late as 1913, fewer than one in twenty young persons attended college and even
the most prestigious universities were scrambling to fill their class … admitting many with
academic credentials below their stated admissions requirements (p. 17). In the early twentieth
century, a college education was neither widely accessible, nor a popular path for young men of
privilege. In the period between the two world wars, both private and public institutions of higher
education underwent a process of reevaluation. During this time, institutions began to distinguish
themselves in terms of student population, curriculum, and experience, mirroring the transformation
that was taking place across the country as a whole. Levine suggests that “after World War I,
institutions of higher education were no longer content to educate; they set out to train, accredit and
impart social status to their students”, which marked a distinct alignment between the curriculum
and the nation’s economy (p. 19).

The Birth of the Community College
In the Contradictory College: The Conflicting Origins, Impacts and Futures of the Community
College, Dougherty (1994) recounts the birth of the first community college which “appeared in
Joliet, Illinois in 1901 and the second in Fresno, California in 1910” (p. 115). Echoing Ratcliff’s
analyses on the historical origins of the two-year college and its relationship to community and
religious support, Dougherty emphasizes the community college’s connection to government on an
institutional and individual level. Both authors agree that once these colleges were formed, they
began to spread across the country at a rapid pace, although without any uniformity. As stated in
The Junior College Bulletin in 1919, eleven states offered community colleges with seven in the
Midwest, three in the West, and one in the South (Texas) (McDowell, 1919). Its presence was felt
at many levels, reflected in George Zook’s comments at the National Conference of Junior Colleges
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in 1920, where he stated, “it was becoming increasingly apparent that universities and colleges alike
are beginning to regard the junior college as an institution of great possible usefulness in the field
of higher education” (National Conference of Junior College, 1920, p. 2). The Great Depression
and New Deal policies had a significant impact on how public higher education developed since
the federal government sought ways to combat increasing rates of unemployment. According to
Fabricant and Brier (2016), in as early as 1933 the federal government financially supported the
establishment of emergency collegiate centers (ECCs), which were prototypical community
colleges that provided two-years of college for unemployed adults and young people while also
giving jobs to unemployed teachers and white – collar workers (p. 4).

Science and practical training were also of prime importance to the Roosevelt administration that
viewed higher education as an appropriate vehicle to advance the country’s preparedness in terms
of defense. Cardozier (1993) recalls the introduction of federally funded research programs in
addition to military or nonmilitary programs to train students at universities and colleges that were
consequently experiencing financial hardship at the time (p. 211-12). It was apparent the political
and social character of the country was very much reflected in the growth of these institutions. First
in the aftermath of WWII, with the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944, also known as the GI
Bill, which was introduced as a way to reintegrate veterans back into American society by making
higher education more accessible in addition to affordable housing and trade school (Beach, 2011,
p. 75). The GI Bill was a planned strategy implemented to transition veterans from service to the
workforce because of the poor reintegration that occurred in the aftermath of WWI. Community
colleges were spaces where non-traditional students from working class backgrounds could receive
an education thereby shifting to an upward social mobility. Accordingly, in 1946, President Truman
and George Zook assembled a committee to appraise the state of education in the postwar climate.
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The President’s Commission on Higher Education, also known as the Truman Commission,
produced Higher Education for Democracy in 1947, a report that articulated their findings and
future goals. The Truman Commission supported continued growth in higher education in an effort
to keep the country on an upward trajectory. The second wave of increased community colleges
occurred in the sixties, a time when access to higher education widened drastically for the baby
boom generation to include previously marginalized populations. Black and female enrollment
increased in this decade – which meant colleges were being created at an unprecedented rate.

Funding became more defined as Chapman (2006) describes the desire to make higher education
more broadly available to the American public together with increased support from the federal
government (p. 35). These changes were the product of the forties, a decade that introduced the G.I.
Bill and an emphasis on the growth of a professionalized population. In addition to Truman’s plan
to ensure the country was prepared for the future by increasing the number of educated citizenry.
As stated by Hutchison (2007) in “The Truman Commission’s Vision of the Future”, the report
primarily “identified the first two years of college as a critical period for educating citizens, hence
its emphasis on community colleges (p. 108). It supported the immediate implementation of an
infrastructure for growth by recommending that colleges nation-wide, develop their facilities to
accommodate the education of 49 percent of the country’s college aged population, who could
benefit from receiving the first two-years of a college education (Chapman, 2007, p. 35). The
enthusiasm for increased higher education was felt at every level of government. In terms of how
that support manifested itself within a hierarchy of power, Dougherty (1994) identifies three levels
of interest groups that facilitated the rapid growth and expansion of community colleges, which
include local educators, state and federal elected officials and university heads (p. 125). In the case
of the local educator, the community college offered a degree of notoriety that was appealing, while
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satisfying the need for postsecondary education. At the state and federal level, it provided publicly
subsidized employee training that served to invigorate business and encourage economic growth
that was politically popular (p. 125). The gains experienced at the community colleges and
universities level was two - fold because the former offered entrance into higher education where
the latter could establish higher entrance standards in relation to the open admissions policy found
at the community college.

The Impact of the Truman Commission
Brint and Karabel (1994) remind us that the Truman Commission proposed this adjustment in
labeling to remove the hierarchical relationship connecting junior and senior colleges therefore
replacing it with the term community, which stressed the importance of local ties (p. 111).
Previously, it was accepted that a senior college education was the intended next step upon the
completion of the junior college experience, however the fifties introduced the community college
as a place that offered a complete education within two-years for employment within the
community. The two-year education was branded as a distinct experience from the traditional fouryear experience because it involved an intentional focus on learning for a specific purpose and that
necessitated a tangible amount of time.

The twentieth century provided universal access to higher education. The forties in particular, were
a decade when the geopolitical landscape created space for a renewed enthusiasm and hope for
power of democracy to be realized through public education. Prior to the time, little attention had
been paid to the two-year college experience, though The President’s Commission on Higher
Education in 1947 served to establish a clear link between community colleges and the
democratization of the American society. This report echoed the sentiments of the G.I Bill of 1944,
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which provided veterans access to postsecondary education, to reintegrate them back into the
workforce and develop a contingent of skilled or semi-skilled laborers.
According to the President’s Commission on Higher Education (1947), President Truman,
recognizing the heavy burden placed on community colleges with the return of veterans and
subsequent increased enrolment, chose to take the federal support offered to the two-year institution
further by charging a team of civic and educational leaders with the task of examining the system
(p. 10). The primary focus of this investigation was to better understand both the identity and the
functionality of the two-year college. The goal was to expose students to foundational knowledge
of the education system in a way that had never been attempted before, thereby further
distinguishing the community college’s identity in relation to senior colleges. The report examined
a range of characteristics such as curricula, pathways to increased access, technical programs and
the built environment available at community college campuses (p. 10). President Truman, a man
who never completed a college education, believed increased access to the community college
would open doors the citizenry and spread the democratic ideals on which the country was founded.

Defining the Community College
In the twentieth century, John Dewey introduced the concept of individual potential, an idea that
formed the foundation of progressive education. This standard would come to define the
undergraduate experience in higher education as Dewey (1966) states that “utility, culture,
information, preparation for social efficiency, mental discipline or power”, ideals he believed were
the cornerstones of a college education (p. 446). Accordingly, Brint and Karabel (1989) remark the
mission of the junior college is to democratize the elite postsecondary system in the United States
by creating multiple access points for underserved students (p. 9). It is this sense of purpose and
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idealism that frames the existence of the community college, a place where everyone can partake
in the experience of attending college. For historical context, Levine (1986) recalls the initial
function of the two-year college during the 1920s “as a program designed to provide students from
different backgrounds with the opportunity to reach an acceptable level of academic achievement
by the end of their second year” (p. 99). The separation of the junior and senior level at college was
a proposed solution to the attrition experienced at many four-year schools and to create a bridge
from postsecondary education into college. The environment at the two-year college is distinct from
that of traditional four-year institution because the two-year college reflects the class differences
that are embedded in American society, inequalities that are very apparent at the secondary level
and develop further at the college level.

The community college is a space where democratic ideals and class structure collide. It is because
of its unique positioning within the education system, that the two-year college is expected to offer
opportunity and access while creating pathways to higher levels of education and the workforce.
During the interwar period, Levine reminds us that the junior college was originally seen as “the
people’s college” because it created a type of access to higher education that reached the workingclass citizen in America, although for many, systemic inequality would hamper the potential for
upward mobility (p. 163). The open-admissions policy found at two-year public institutions is one
of its most defining features, as it theoretically creates a space for everyone to have access to higher
education, though various mechanisms that exist within this system, serve as barriers that place
students on particular paths towards graduation and beyond.

That very process of sorting and selection naturally occurs at two-year institutions as discussed by
Clark (1961), who coined the term Cool Out to articulate the institutional culture of setting low
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expectations for community college students by implementing a set of practices that are informal
and used to manage students who are either caught in the achievement gap or lack fundamental
resources needed to complete a degree. In “The ‘Cooling-Out’ Function in Higher Education,” he
argues that the student’s goal of completing a degree parallels the desire for upward mobility to
managerial positions within the class structure, though their reality is entry-level positions in the
workforce upon graduation (p. 513). Clark identifies the social factors that contribute to disparate
conditions that exist at various levels of higher education and extend directly into the labor market.
Consequently, Levine (1986) recalls a similar occurrence between 1915 and 1940, when the culture
of aspiration stimulated an unprecedented demand for higher education of any kind as a symbol of
economic and social mobility (p. 21). The national trend towards attending a postsecondary
institution became increasingly pronounced by the sixties. This trend was met by a favorable
response from the federal government that increased funding for two-year colleges at the close of
the decade and into the seventies.

As highlighted by Mertins and Brant (1979), the government shifted from supplying a mere 6
percent revenue to 8.4 percent under the Nixon administration, indicating a deep support for these
institutions, specifically their rate of growth across the country. The seventies brought a new
enthusiasm for the community college because the government imagined it as a place where citizens
could receive an occupational education and more specifically divert students away from the
traditional four-year education. Essentially, the community college was adopted as a symbol of
educational reform, whereby the diverse foundation inherent to a liberal arts education could be
exchanged for the practical curriculum offered by a vocational education.
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According to the Higher Education Act of 1972 the emphasis was placed on either training or
retraining people for positions that required various forms of skilled labor “… but excluding any
program to prepare individuals for employment in occupations…to be generally considered
professional or which require advanced training” (p. 192). At that time, the landscape in higher
education was geared toward an inclusive design that sought to elevate enrollment and bolster
confidence in the non-traditional college experience. The federal government actively supported its
citizenry in continuing their educational goals into secondary education that was purposeful and
aligned with a specific function in the labor market. During this period the vocational education
was of prime importance and new language was introduced. The Higher Education Act of 1972
encouraged the term “postsecondary occupational education” in addition to replacing the junior
college for the two-year college, in an effort to lessen the divisive hierarchy embedded within the
higher education system. (p. 192).

How the College Functions
Beach (2011) examines higher education policy in the United States. He believes that it was
established on what he terms “two politicized myths: socioeconomic meritocracy and equal access
to higher education” because although the number and type community colleges has increased over
time, so too has inequality (p. xix). His work is critical of the role the community college has played
in American society and the ways in which it has actually enhanced the lives of the students who
have historically attended it. Beach identifies the cornerstones of the community college, openaccess and low cost, as units for analysis of these institutions. He counters the commercial rhetoric
about the college’s origins as egalitarian by asserting that community college were in fact, supposed
to limit access to higher education, however the political uprisings of the sixties and seventies
curtailed that process. Instead progressive ideas about access replaced its gatekeeper function, a
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direct consequence of the social and political framework of the time. He references the president of
Stanford University, who defined the junior college as “an open institution that would allow new
generations of students to ‘try out’ higher education ‘without great economic disadvantage and
without leaving home after high school graduation” (p. 5).

According to Beach, between the early and mid-twentieth century, the college was a space where a
high school graduate could continue their education and would later become a place where a
previously marginalized student could receive higher education. Fifty percent of students were
enrolled in a two-year college by the close of the twentieth century and forty-seven percent were
identified as being minority students (p. 7).

New York State and the Board of Regents
In 1784 the Board of Regents was created, an establishment that was charged with being trustees
of Columbia College, then King’s College and henceforth any college that formed in the State of
New York. By 1786, it refined its role to that of overseeing larger issues related to education in
New York and proposed that each college have their own trustees to focus on the individual colleges
(New York State Education Department, 2018). Today, it functions as a regulating body that
oversees decision making related to the higher education system for the state. The Regents are
responsible for the general supervision of all educational activities within the State, presiding over
The University and the New York State Education Department. Its responsibilities include
“planning and coordination, evaluating quality and promoting equity and access” across the system
(New York State Education Department, 2018). In addition to chartering the public institutions of
higher education it also grants permission for proprietary colleges to operate within the State of
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New York, a responsibility that includes the review and approval of adjustments in mission that
would necessitate amendments to the master plan at both public and private institutions.

According to the New York State Department of Education, the University of the State of New
York was created in 1784 and includes all public, non-profit independent and profit proprietary
schools and colleges (New York State Education Department, 2011). New York has the third largest
higher education system in the country and accounts for 6.3 percent of the nation’s 4, 296 colleges,
which includes 271 public, independent, and proprietary degree-granting institutions with the
state’s colleges and universities operating at 373 main and branch campuses and more than 1,800
other locations. The public higher education system for the state is comprised of two institutions:
the State University of New York with 64 campuses and the City University of New York with 25
campuses. The cumulative enrollment in 2010 was recorded as being in excess of 1,272,000
students, which means the higher education needs of the state cannot be served by the public system
alone (New York State Education Department, 2011).

Policy and Funding
Decision-making at the community college is largely accomplished at the state and local level. A
combination of state and local funding contributes to the operating expenses of public institutions
of higher education. The 10th Amendment of the Constitution granted the state the responsibility
for education, which means funding at the federal level, is secondary to the governing state’s
contribution, with additional funds derived from local government. According to the National
Archives the tenth amendment declares "The powers not delegated to the United States by the
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people", which means the states assume power of education by default (National Archives, 2018).
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The relationship between state funding and the evolution of the community college dates back to
the early twentieth century. The Facilities Inventory and Classification Manual explains “that State
agencies, with both governing and coordinating functions, have the responsibility to recommend
the most efficient and effective use of scarce state and institutional resources, as well as to minimize
the cost burden on students and their parents” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2006). This
process requires the utilization of comprehensive research and accurate analytic tools to assess these
seemingly disparate needs. Dougherty (1994) clarifies that the state initially started to engage in the
development of the community college system by granting localities permission if they met certain
conditions (p.145). First to introduce such legislation was California in 1907 although New York
would be slow to follow suit, with compliance in 1948 and its first community college opened in
the fifties (p.145). By the sixties direct funding was allocated by the state directly to colleges with
many allowing enrollment to factor into the allotment of funds. According to Smith (1994) the
massive development of the physical space at American community colleges during the sixties and
seventies stopped at the close of the seventies, which left most colleges to maintain their existing
campuses, while they accommodated ever increasing enrolment (p. 355). Budgets were shrinking
and resources were far less abundant than they were in the past. This is a shared reality also
experienced by urban environments that are restricted in further developing their physical structure,
although the local population continues to grow and change the lived experience within these
spaces. As underlined by Egginton (2018), state regulations indirectly disenfranchise community
college students by designating a percentage of state and federal aid to fulltime students at fouryear colleges. In his book, The Splintering of the American Mind, he reiterates that more than 40
percent of the country’s eighteen million college students are attending community colleges, not
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four-institutions” which makes the crisis of funding and space constraints more pressing than ever
(p. 137).

Policies of Space
The mid-twentieth century introduced the highest rate of growth of campuses throughout the
country. The G.I. Bill and the Civil Rights movement triggered an unprecedented increase in college
attendance that was composed of veterans, women and people of color. The federal government
offered institutions of higher education funding to develop research in the science and technology
fields that would allow the country to match advancement that was taking place in the Soviet
Republic. It was a matter of national defense. According to Campuses in Cities: Places Between
Engagement and Retreat, Blaik suggests that the unprecedented cash infusion to the university
“coincided with a wave of urban-renewal polices that focused on slum clearance, and an era that
promoted an architectural style of brutal and modern architecture obsessed with technology, order,
and hierarchy” (Blaik, 2007, p. 1-2). These changes to the educational landscape ultimately
impacted the physical landscape with design choices that were harmful to the both the functionality
and aesthetic of the urban environment. The author suggests that the university was presented with
two challenges that included methods of integration within preexisting urban spaces in addition to
honoring the concept of an academic oasis that offered a scholar respite from the challenges of the
city.

Brief History of CUNY
The City University of New York can trace its origins back to the nineteenth century about twenty
years before the introduction of the Land Grant Act, yet it would experience its most rapid period
of expansion in the mid-twentieth century. The story of the institution began when Townsend
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Harris’, a successful businessman, had a vision of a Free Academy, a revolutionary concept, as “a
municipal college was something unheard of” at that time though state colleges and universities
had been in existence from 1819 when Jefferson created the University of Virginia (Traub, 1994,
p. 22). In City on a hill, (1994) Traub describes the establishment of the Free Academy in 1847 –
“the radical and controversial social experiment” imagined by Harris as a public academy of higher
learning that would “educate the whole people” (p. 21). Known as the “Harvard of the proletariat”
and often referred to a “City on a hill”, the initially all-male student body at City College attended
a neo-Gothic academy was originally located on 23rd Street, though today it is located in upper
Manhattan. Fabricant and Brier (2016) recall the creation of Hunter College two decades later in
1870, a Normal school where women prepared to be teachers (p. 51). This academy of higher
education eventually grew to include a branch campus in the Bronx, which is currently known as
Lehman College. In CUNY’s First Fifty Years: Triumphs and Ordeals of a People’s University
(2018) Picciano and Jordan explain that soon after City and Hunter College were introduced, in
1910 Brooklyn and Queens became sights for evening classes that provided access to higher
education to the residents of the outer boroughs (p. 13). The growing demand for classes combined
with the exceptional distance between the Manhattan campuses and the student body commuting
from one borough to another, warranted the creation of additional CUNY campuses. This led to the
introduction of Brooklyn College in 1930, which Picciano and Jordan (2018) recall as the first
publicly funded co-educational school in New York City, later followed by Queens College in 1937,
upon the assembly of the Board of Higher Education, designated to oversee the expansion of the
municipal college system and increase access to the public access across the boroughs (p. 14-16).

Levine (1986) emphasizes that between 1920 and 1930 enrollment at City College had increased
by 353 percent with an addition in growth by 228 percent in 1940. In total, The College of the City
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of New York (CCNY) went from roughly 3000 students in 1920 to 24000 in the span of two decades
(p. 85). In the postwar expansion period, higher education experienced a boom in terms of
development, which culminated in the creation of several new campuses at CUNY. Rudy (1949)
states that “CUNY’s growth was an educational evolution as opposed to a revolution” because its
expansion was a rational response to New York City’s own development (p. 397). These new
additions varied in structure to attend to the rapid increase in the student population in New York.
Two and four-year colleges were established in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens and Staten Island.
The initial expansion of community colleges began with Staten Island, which opened in 1956,
Bronx in 1957 and Queensborough in 1959 (Picciano and Jordan, 2018, p. 18-19). Rudy (1949)
asserts that in the period between 1920 and 1930, City College students “came largely from lower
income groups and had grown up in homes where there had been continuous and severe struggle
for existence” (p. 398). According to Levine (1986), in its early days, the City College offered a
way out of the working class into teaching or other white – collar professions … (p. 87). Today
CUNY is composed of twenty-five campuses that define the third largest public institution in the
country. More recent additions include graduate and professional education that upholds the
mission of the City University of New York (The City University of New York, 2018).

Learning Environments and Public Education
Learning environments and physical space constraints have converged in urban locations across the
country. Due to an overdeveloped metropolis, for many institutions of higher education, digital
platforms offer a solution to the limitations of the traditional campus. Today, the educational
landscape has evolved to include technology that has in turn created an uncharted frontier for the
production of knowledge. At CUNY, the School of Professional Studies (SPS) is located in the
heart of Midtown Manhattan and offers its students the opportunity to complete a range education
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that includes “bachelor’s degrees, master’s degrees, dual degrees, undergraduate and advanced
certificates, and professional non-degree programs” (The School of Professional Studies, 2018).
This school uses an online and blended learning model that integrates the online experience with
in-class instruction. It was created in 2006 as part of the network of senior college at CUNY schools
and “many of the programs are offered online so that students who work fulltime could earn their
degrees in a place and time of their choosing (Picciano and Jordan, 2018, p. 86). Effectively, SPS
caters to the adult learner who is either career advancement or specialization in the workforce. One
of its defining features is that digital learning shapes the educational environment to circumvent the
physical space issues related to development in an urban setting. SPS brands itself with the ability
to “offer students the flexibility to take classes day or night and can work around their own
schedules while earning a CUNY quality degree…(because an) online learning environment can be
utilized for class work and research in any location that allows for internet access…giving our
students the opportunity to complete their degree programs anywhere in the country, and the world
(The School of Professional Studies, 2018). Today SPS caters to over 3000 adult urban students
who are enrolled in either degree or credit bearing programs and around $20 million in a collection
of grant-funded programs.

For-Profit Institutions
Traditionally, the university and college system in the United States has been a system that was
composed of not-for profit schools that were either publicly funded or privately supported through
endowments. State or private funding easily characterized the division between the public and
private institution, however with the widespread expansion of the higher education system during
the seventies, a third type of institution emerged. For-profit or proprietary higher education is
funded by the profit-seeking business. Hittman (1994) reminds us that the proprietary college is a
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private entity that exists to cater to the needs of the marketplace and is therefore dependent on
tuition for revenue (p. 538). For-profit schools began to flourish in the seventies and have since
conquered much of the higher education landscape by appealing to those students who have nontraditional profiles, such as those who seek adult or continuing education, professional advancement
and vocational training. These schools are further characterized by their specialization in the
hospitality, technology and healthcare industries. The main appeal of for-profit institutions is their
marketing strategy, which focuses on convenience and efficiency. According to Armona,
Chakrabarti & Lovenheim (2018) for-profit schools put students at greater financial risk than their
public counterparts. They examine the impact of attending a for-profit institution on various
outcomes and find higher loan amounts ($6,428 in additional loans for students at two-year schools,
$3,356 for four-year students), lower likelihood of employment, and higher default rates among
students at both four-year and two-year for-profit institutions, relative to their peers who went to
similarly selective public schools” (The National Bureau of Economic Research, 2018). Essentially,
their findings confirm that attending a public institution will likely result in a higher chance of
completion with a smaller student loan debt.

A primary example of a for-profit institution is the University of Phoenix, which delivers an online
learning experience that provides both in-class and online degrees that include certificates or an
associate’s up to a doctoral degree. This institution targets non-traditional students who are adult
learners, veterans and from lower socio-economic backgrounds. It was established in 1976 by a
man named “John Sperling, PhD, a Cambridge-educated economist, professor and
entrepreneur…in response to the changing needs of the workplace” (University of Phoenix, 2018).
The University of Phoenix currently has forty locations across the country with additional
enrolment in its sizable online degree programs. In 2015 the National Center for Education Statistics
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reported that it had the highest enrollment in higher education at 165,743 students. This university
is answering the call regarding physical space constraints in the built environment in urban spaces
and serving communities that are persuaded to choose a digital experience over a human one
because it is marketed as convenient.

In the past distinction between the community college and the for-profit college was clear because
the former was public, resembled the traditional college model and offered a liberal arts education.
In contrast, the latter functioned like a business, resembled a business model and offered training
to prepare students for the workforce. However, today this distinction has become less defined
because many community colleges offer certificate programs and vocational training to cater to
market needs. The historic roots of the community college as a bridge between secondary school
and a four-year college education has changed which makes definable features such as the built and
natural environment stronger indicators of how an institution communicates its function in the
higher education system.

Community in the Learning Environment
There is a vast amount of literature on the assessment and evaluation of institutional success, though
learning remains a human process. The environment within an academic space is often dictated by
campus design and student interactions. An institution of higher learning imparts knowledge. Yet
it also has a deeper purpose, which is to create opportunities for learners to participate in some
combination of complex and casual discourse with peers as well as faculty. Jencks and Reisman
(1964) discuss the concept of community in College and Character, by stating that “given a certain
minimum of intelligence and energy, and an ideal college setting, most students transcend the
limitations of their families and secondary schools to discover intellectual interests” during their
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time at college (p. 197). For them, it is the proximity between people in spaces that serves as a
foundation for community rather than the unity of campus design that is reflected in the built
environment. Similarly, the authors agree that shared spaces will increase the likelihood of
“spontaneous meetings” (p. 198). Bowles and Gintis (1976) assess the power structure embedded
within higher education in Schooling in Capitalist America, where they state their belief that “social
relationships of the community college classroom increasingly resemble the formal hierarchal
impersonality of the office or the uniform processing of the production line” (p. 212).
In How the College Works (2014), Chambliss and Takacs explain “the arithmetic of engagement
is about placing people to maximize the odds that any given student will meet friends and encounter
good teachers, with all the benefit that can result” (p. 77). Sociologists refer to the people we end
up interacting with through habitual daily movement as being part of an interaction market, which
explains how we socialize within different spheres of life such as dating or on the job. In Interaction
Ritual Chains (2004) sociologist, Randall Collins explains that “who each person will interact with
and at what degree of ritual intensity depends on who he or she has the opportunity to encounter
and what they have to offer each other that would attract them into carrying out an interaction ritual”
(p. 141). These patterned daily movements form the way we experience environments and by
extension how we create networks of support. This has important implications within the academic
landscape. Students learn to navigate new intellectual and social challenges while they move
through spaces on campus.

To that end, Stubers (2011) examines this process of socialization in Inside the College Gates: How
Class and Culture Matter in Higher Education which she believes reinforces how social class
influences the ways in which students navigate the college environment” (p. 3). A defining factor
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of the learning experience is the interpersonal skills acquired on campus that provide necessary
networks of support, needed to overcome obstacles students face within the academic setting. In
their description of belonging, Chambliss and Takacs emphasize that “the institution shapes the
available pathways into membership’s inner rooms, making it easy (or not) for different students to
fully join”, which addresses the ways in which architecture, campus design and green spaces
function in development of a sense of belonging at an institution of higher learning (p.102).

A Bronx Tale: The Community College
In 1957, CUNY established its second community college in University Heights, a neighborhood
located in the Bronx. Similar to Brooklyn and Queen’s first senior colleges, this campus was the
product “of a decade of effort by civic-minded groups in Bronx County to meet the growing need
for increased higher education facilities in the “Borough of Universities and Progress” (Bronx
Community College, 2018). In its humble beginnings, the college opened its doors at its initial
location at 184st Street in the former site of the Bronx High School of Science, where the first class
of 125 students were admitted in 1959 (Attwell and Pierce, 1995, p. 423). The first president of the
college was Dr. Morris Meister, who guided the new school through its early years, although during
the fiscal crisis of the seventies New York experienced tremendous upheaval across its five
boroughs.

The prosperity of the previous two decades was attributed to the postwar expansion policies that
gave veterans access to the housing market and educational institutions. Similarly, the Civil Rights
movement provided increased access to minority communities that were historically disadvantaged.
Glazer (1987) recalls:
CUNY missed the golden age of the sixties when college construction was
booming everywhere, and campuses were being overbuilt. A recalcitrant
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Legislature and an unsympathetic Governor, all because of an anachronism – free
tuition, stunted its growth. The environment would have been different today if
it had moved faster and had assured the state more of a role in its development
(p. 257).

The seventies, in contrast, shifted both the city and country into a period of economic and social
chaos. An article from The Nation describes it as a time when “firehouses closed, mass transit
stalled, libraries shut their doors, school class sizes swelled, routine services like garbage collection
became unpredictable, and thousands of would-be students found themselves shut out of CUNY
because the university simply stopped processing their applications…(The Nation, 2013). During
this period of fragility, local people campaigned to protect public resources such as Hostos College,
Medgar Evers College, John Jay College and Richmond College (which later merged with Staten
Island Community College), all of which were threatened with closure as a result of the economic
downturn.

The Master Plan
In the midst of the fiscal crisis, New York University decided to consolidate its campus to
downtown Manhattan, where they already occupied property in Greenwich Village that surrounded
Washington Square Park. Their engineering and polytechnic campus located in University Heights
became available when NYU sold the site to the State Dormitory Authority in July of 1973,
“providing the College with a desperately needed central campus facility” (Bronx Community
College, Master Plan 1975-1980). The new landscape encompassed a 50-acre space that afforded
the tranquility and historic qualities of a traditional campus environment, where the academic
community could engage in scholarly pursuits. The Bronx Community College Master Plan of
1975-1980 identifies the expanse of its greenery that is lined by trees in the southwest corner of the
campus…these natural areas will provide the faculty and students with areas of repose where they
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can find places of quiet and solitude and meditation, study or casual conversation” (BCC, Master
Plan 1975-1980). Bronx Community College is the only college in the State of New York that is
designated as a National Historical Landmark that pays tribute to its collection of architecturally
significant buildings, making it one of the largest and historic campuses within the CUNY system
(Bronx Community College, 2018).

Population Movement
The 1960 Census of the Bronx in the appraisal report of the New York University Heights campus
reflected a Black population as low as five percent, although by 1969 the Planning Commission
placed both the Black and Puerto Rican population at twenty percent, indicating a fifteen percent
increase during the sixties. According to the article “On Arrival: Puerto Ricans in Post-World War
II New York” the Jones-Shafroth Act of 1917 granted Puerto Ricans American citizenship,
initiating various waves of migration, which would peak in 1970 when this community represented
ten percent of the total population in New York City (Shekitka, 2017). Inversely, the 1960 Census
report further states that despite the continued presence of an elderly Caucasian community, there
was a definite White flight of young families who relocated to the suburbs and the surroundings
areas of the City (Appraisal Report, Volume 1, p.4). The flight coincided with the development of
Robert Moses’ Cross Bronx Expressway which displaced many residents for what Wainright
defines as “the country’s first major urban highway, that carved a ravine through the borough,
fatally separating north and south Bronx” (The Guardian, April 30, 2017).

As stated in the Appraisal Report, the New York University campus in the Heights is described as
having been conveniently situated in relation to organizations such parochial schools, the libraries,
hospitals, churches and local social service facilities. The report highlights the size of the local
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parks in the area, describing them as “relatively small and underdeveloped”, a noteworthy
observation, at a time when The State Park Commission was considering a plan to create a park
along the river that would be located between Washington Bridge and Broadway (Appraisal Report,
Volume 1, p.6). This plan likely, transformed into present day Inwood Park, which is located on
the upper most section of Manhattan on the West Side, an area previously occupied by warehouses
and railroad yards.

Negotiation
Donal Farley, Assistant to the first Vice Chancellor for Campus Planning and Development began
in the CUNY Central Office in 1967. Prior to his role at CUNY, Farley served in the New York
City Budget Bureau where he handled the CUNY capital budget long before many of the colleges
were created. He was also the one of three individuals assigned to participate in the appraisal of
the New York University (NYU) Heights campus in 1972. In an interview with Mr. Farley, he
recounts the complex process of trial and error that defined Bronx Community College’s (BCC)
search for a permanent location, moreover, how CUNY came to inherit NYU campus. The original
sight for BCC was the old Bronx High School of Science building, which moved adjacent to
Lehman College. Likewise, the current president of the Bronx School of Science became the first
president of BCC, namely Maurice Meister. As Farley recalls, Meister inherited the task of
recruiting an executive staff and a provost, while attempting to identify a permanent site for the
College. The Jerome Railroad was chosen as the initial site, a space that resembled the Hudson
yards of present day. A contract was awarded for a deck, however during construction, it was
discovered that columns created for the building’s structure would obstruct the railroad, resulting
in an eighteen-million-dollar project and a false start for CUNY.
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Fortuitously, NYU was experiencing great challenges at its campus in the Heights, with dwindling
enrollment rates and a predominantly White student population at a school located in what was
rapidly becoming a Black and Puerto Rican community, the landscape was shifting without this
institution. The New York University Heights campus was known as then College of Arts and
Science and the School of Engineering. This campus had offered an undergraduate education to
students since 1894 and continued until its decline in the early seventies, a time of widespread
financial hardship in New York. A campus which is today designated as a historic landmark due to
the significance of the architectural design reflected in its buildings. At the center of the forty-five
- acre campus stands Gould Memorial Hall, a gift offered the by the renowned, Stanford White,
who created an homage to the Pantheon, which he designed in the Beaux-Arts style. This structure
was the site of the library for NYU and reinforced the concept of a centerpiece surrounded by a
Walk of Fame, a place from which one could look down from the oasis that was the location of this
campus in the Bronx (bcc.edu, 2019).

Crises and Opportunity
The fiscal crisis of the seventies permitted NYU to lobby the State to bail them out in 1972 and
legislation, in turn, allowed the City University of New York to purchase their campus. Mr. Farley
remembers the terms of the agreement including that some of NYU’s engineering faculty would be
transferred to Brooklyn Polytechnic University. This school was established in 1854, originally
named Brooklyn Collegiate and Polytechnic Institute, later changing its name in 1890 to emphasize
its focus on preparing students for careers in engineering and sciences (Sanz, 1986). Initially a
school for upper class students the composition later shifted to reflect a more middle-class student.
As stated in the New York Times, Brooklyn Poly “began to attract more immigrant students that
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until that time had mostly attended City College” (Sanz, 1986). This campus came to be known as
NYU Poly and was officially merged with NYU in 2013.
As for the process that dictated the transfer of NYU’s Heights campus to BCC, an appraisal of the
NYU campus was requested on behalf of both institutions to determine an appropriate price for the
purchase of the campus. According to Donal Farley, one of the designated members of the threeperson negotiating team, if a dollar amount came within fifteen percent of either parties proposed
amount, a deal would be struck for the purchase of the campus. For the purpose of this negotiation
both parties were represented by a law firm. In addition to Farley, the remaining two members of
the negotiation team included the Senior Vice President and Chief Appraiser, S. Edwin Kazdin and
Vice President, Lawrence Gaines, of the law firm Cushman and Wakefield (Appraisal Report,
Volume 1, p.1).

The procedure for the appraisal of the campus was two-fold in that it included a recommended price
for the equipment and furniture in addition to proposed price for the campus land. The CUNY
appraisal estimated eleven million four hundred and twenty-nine thousand and nine-hundred and
sixty three ($11,429,963) dollar value for the equipment and the campus property at forty-seven
million eight hundred and nine thousand and one hundred and eighty-one dollars($47,808,181),
which comprised a total value of fifty-nine million two hundred thirty-nine thousand and forty-four
dollars ($59,239,144) as determined by the law firm Cushman and Wakefield, Inc. on July 1, 1973
(p.2-3). The report identifies the campus as being precisely 55.5 acres located on a plateau above
the Harlem River with the main site located at the highest level in the Bronx, which offers
uninterrupted views in all directions. Furthermore, the main campus is described as being fully
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landscaped, although the conditions are noted as being “generally poor”, indicating a level of
neglect during the period of evaluation (p.9).

At the time that both parties reconvened to discuss their respective appraisals, it was revealed that
CUNY had estimated a sixty-million-dollar value where NYU had determined an amount that
Donal Farley recalls as being around forty million higher than CUNY. With the excessive
discrepancy in amounts, both parties were called to the State’s budgeting division, where a
representative named Red McGrath met with them separately. Farley reminisces about the fact
that, McGrath requested each party write an amount they would be willing to pay on a piece of
paper. After which, the final amount was determined to be a little higher than sixty million dollars,
a figure that naturally bothered NYU’s team, due to a forty-million-dollar difference from their
proposed estimate. Farley recounts that when McGrath was asked about how he arrived at this final
figure, he simply replied “magic” (Farley, 2019). It was at that moment the deal was agreed upon
and the Bronx Community College campus had finally acquired a permanent home.

Rationale for Study
McFarland, Waliczek, and Zajicek (2008) assert that “researchers have found that students’
perception of their overall academic experience and the campus environment is related to academic
accomplishment (p. 232).” In this study, they used an online survey to explore the relationship
between undergraduate students’ “use of campus green spaces and their perceptions of quality of
life...” (p. 232). By collecting demographic information, they identified characteristics like
academic standing, gender, and ethnicity in addition to utilizing frequency statistics to delineate
between high or low users of campus green space. Statements that assessed engagement with green
spaces on campus and general quality of life were presented in the survey to collect data used for
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comparison. To stratify the results in terms of grade classification, ten percent of the total
undergraduate population was emailed the survey at random and of that group, sixteen percent
completed it.

This research is situated somewhere in this dialogue, as it seeks to explore the relationship between
campus design, the formation of scholarly identity and well-being. It examines whether the campus
design at BCC affects belonging, reflection, and the development of a scholarly identity. The
purpose of the study was to evaluate the relationship between campus design and the student
experience at a community college. It posits that a reflective process occurs on campus that is
intrinsically tied to informal mechanisms of information sharing by creating a sense of belonging,
encouraging relaxation, and increasing the likelihood of creating important networks of support.
By engaging in the process of information sharing on campus, students believe they belong at the
institution, which develops a stronger sense of wellbeing, a result of positive social interactions and
exposure to natural settings. Peterkin (2013) explored campus design in relation to student housing,
stating “it forms a community of scholars that will live together and learn together and become
colleagues for life” (Peterkin, 2013).
Peterkin’s study also suggests that rate of engagement with green space on campus is a mechanism,
strongly correlated with positive social interactions that relate to both the formation of scholarly
identity and well-being. It proposes that undergraduate students at community colleges, who are
regular users of green spaces on campus, experience a higher quality of life, which leads to
increased information sharing and reflection with other students. Collectively, these mechanisms
facilitate better academic accomplishment and the construction of a scholarly identity as indicated
by McFarland, Waliczek, and Zajicek’s (2008) who state, “… in general, students who used the

29

campus green spaces more frequently perceived their quality of life as higher when compared with
those students who used green spaces less frequently” (p. 234). There is an immediacy associated
with this type of research when considering the composition of students at CUNYs community
colleges, where historically underserved communities converge in the pursuit of higher education.
To explore the relationship between location and the creation of new knowledge, is to expand on
our understanding of the community college experience at an urban institution like CUNY, and
potentially realize how to replicate positive attributes of campus design that facilitate conditions for
successful learning.
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CHAPTER TWO
A Review of Literature
Learning Space

Introduction
In the Genius Loci, Norberg - Schulz (1979) states “everyday experience tells us that different
actions need different environments to take place in a satisfactory way (p. 8). With that in mind, the
“academical village” was a term coined by Thomas Jefferson and, for him, it was one that defined
the ideal learning environment. It was a sacred place that embodied thoughtful campus design. It
was the University of Virginia. Additionally, Turner (1990) suggests this term “summarizes the
basic trait of American higher education from the colonial period to the twentieth century: the
conception of colleges and universities as cities in microcosm” (p. 3). To appreciate the campus as
place or the dimensions of experience, the historic, social, intellectual and emotional aspects of the
learning environment are explored through the urban public institution.

Campus as Place
Campus design curates experience at university and the history of its built environment spans
centuries. The origins of campus design date back to Ancient Greece and Rome, when Plato and
Socrates created an oasis for learning, that was situated beyond the metropolis. It was believed the
learning process necessitated tranquility in order for reflection and understanding to occur.
Knowledge was the product of relationships that were developed between individuals and ideas. In
the New World, the American campus’ physical form evolved from the English models that were
established in the 12th century at Oxford and Cambridge. It was here that the campus was
strategically placed away from the distractions of the urban context to facilitate deep contemplation,
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the cornerstone of a scholarly identity. Turner (1990) reminisces about monastic origins of the
English education system in his description of the cloistered built environment, which led to the
introduction of the enclosed quadrangle (p. 10). He reiterates the relationship between land use,
safety and control with his example of “the whoring and disorder that occurred in 1410 at Oxford”,
thus producing the design concept of the quadrangle to support the mandatory residence of students
on campus (p. 10). England imagined the campus as a place where a community of scholars could
congregate to exchange ideas and share in a common academic experience. It offered both
sanctuary and respite from the outside world.

In The Medieval University: Oxford and Cambridge to 1500, Cobban (1988) suggests that in a
European context, the 12th and 14th century universitas was devoted to craft guilds and municipal
councils that served as corporate bodies. It was not until the late 19th century that the university
became its own separate entity that was distinct from other modes of organization (p. 2). Before the
15th century the university was known as a stadium generale, where the stadium referred to a school
focused on advanced studies and the generale defined the ability to draw students from beyond the
specific location (p. 2). This was in contrast to the stadium particulaire or schools that catered to
the academic needs of a town or a specific area. In the Old World, Oxford and Cambridge were
intentionally established outside the urban location, unlike other universities of the time, which
were placed in cities such as Bologna, Paris and Montpellier. The placement of the English
universities was very intentional because cities were prone to the natural urban disturbances that
are inherent to cosmopolitan areas (p. 7). This concept is reinforced by Turner’s description of “the
romantic notion of the college in nature, removed from the erupting forces of the city, (which)
became an American ideal” (p. 4).
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Early U.S. Campus Formations
According to Chapman (1999), the Olmsted Report on campus design included “arrangements
designed to favorably affect the habits and inclinations of students and to qualify them for a wise
and beneficent exercise of the rights and duties of citizens and shareholders” (p. 25). The early
nineteenth century brought higher education from the Continent to America and by extension, an
educational standard of excellence for its citizenry. At this time, colleges and universities were
reserved for the upper class. Chapman considers that sense of place at the early campuses of
Harvard and Yale, derived from the English campus that included a village commons at the center.
Expansive green spaces were integral in unifying various buildings that were devoted to housing or
academic instruction (p. 26). Thomas Jefferson’s concept of the “academical village” emphasized
that concept of community; one that he believed fostered meaningful exchange between faculty and
student. Jefferson envisioned a location that was defined by an academic experience, unique to this
environment. Chapman’s book, American Places (2006), reiterates the importance of this historic
period by stating “in his quest to build a regional public academy in central Virginia, Jefferson
would play a seminal role in shaping the American campus as we know it today” (p. 3). It was here,
that Jefferson wanted to fuse his passion for architectural design with his beliefs about the ways in
which the scholarly experience should be engaged on a campus. For him, it was about marrying the
qualities of the rural landscape with the sensibilities of the urban environment. Hiss (1990) explores
the impact of environment in The Experience of Place, stating that “places have an impact on our
sense of self, our sense of safety, the kind of work we get done, the ways we interact with other
people, even our ability to function as citizens in a democracy. In short, the places where we spend
our time affect the people we are and can become” (p. xii).
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Space for Intellectual Exchange
With that idea in mind, Saltrick (1996) examines the college experience as a vital component to
higher education, as she infers that “college for many of us is a process of socialization, a rite of
passage, which requires its own material culture … places on campus where students connect with
one another. The strength of the future physical university lies less in pure information and more in
collage as community” (p. 31). In her view, the campus should support both academic and personal
growth. She asserts that design should concentrate on cultivating that feeling of connectivity to
prevent isolation because “place making has to be human in scale, rich in texture, and in abundant
in spatial serendipity” (p. 31). The connection between learning and the exchange of ideas is
implicit in campus design. Adequate space is a necessity for one to achieve optimal learning in an
intellectual and physical environment, where community supports the individual. Relatedly,
McFarland, Waliczek and Zajicek (2008) identify how “undergraduate student use of campus green
spaces and perceptions of quality of life were related to each other” (p. 232). This study explores
the social aspects of contact with green spaces and how that contributes to an overall feeling of
wellness and sociability in students. Many participants recall brief encounters with nature when
walking to class or doing physical activities with friends as examples of engagement with green
space that decreased the typical stresses that accompany undergraduate life on campus.

Definitions of Natural Space
In The experience of nature: a psychological perspective, Kaplan and Kaplan (1989) assert that
nature can be very broadly defined to adapt to various settings where both green and living areas
exist:
Nature is not limited to those faraway places, vast and pristine places where there has been limited
human invention or those places designated as natural areas by some governmental authority
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We are referring to those places near and far, common and unusual, managed and unkempt, big,
small, and in-between, where plants grow by human design or even despite it.
Nature includes parks, meadows, open spaces and abandoned fields, stress trees and backyard
gardens.
We are referring to areas that would often be described as green. Nature includes plants and various
forms of vegetation and also includes landscapes or places with plants (p. 2)

I will use a version of this description to explain what is meant by green space in my survey and
focus group to more clearly indicate what natural settings on campus are comprised of on campus.

This study will explore the relationship between campus design, specifically green space and the
student experience of stress, belonging and scholarly identity. These studies inform this research in
various ways and support my methodological process.

Stress
According to McFarland, Waliczek, and Zajicek (2008) “researchers have found that students’
perception of their overall academic experience and the campus environment is related to academic
accomplishment (p. 232).” In their study of the relationship between undergraduate students use of
campus green spaces and perceptions of quality of life, McFarland, Waliczek, and Zajicek used an
online survey to assess experience on campus (p. 232). By collecting demographic information,
they identified characteristics like academic standing, gender, and ethnicity in addition to
employing frequency statistics to delineate between high or low users of campus green space.
Statements that assessed engagement with green spaces on campus and general quality of life were
presented in the survey to collect data used for comparison. The survey questions were divided into
discreet sections such as green space usage (high and low usage), affective domain (“I feel restless”
or “I find it easy to get to know people”) and demographic information (male, female or non-binary)
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(p. 233). These categories will serve as a foundation for my own research because they will support
the exploration of engagement with space, the socio-emotional dimensions of student experience
and important descriptive detail that will allow for the identification of characteristics such as age,
gender and race.

To stratify the results in terms of grade classification, 10 percent of the total undergraduate
population was emailed the survey at random and of that group, 16 percent completed it. A total of
2334 students or 10% of the undergraduate student body received e-mails with information
regarding the incentive for participation and instructions on accessing an online survey. The survey
included questions that related to student use of campus green spaces, overall quality of life
statements, an instrument to measure the quality of life of university students, and demographic
questions. A total of 373 surveys were collected and analyzed to compare levels of quality of life
of university students and the level of usage of campus green spaces.

Demographic information collected allowed controlling for student grade classification, gender,
and ethnicity. Frequency statistics determined that, on average, more than half the students were
ranked as ‘‘high-users’’ of the campus green spaces, and very few students were considered ‘‘lowusers.’’ Frequency statistics also determined that most students rated their overall quality of life and
quality of life of university students positively. The delineation of between high and low use of
green space on campus will also be identified in my own study with inquiry about the length and
type of activity engaged in while on campus.

The online survey assisted in accessing a wide range of student responses, while allowing for the
isolation of specific themes to identify patterns and frequency in usage. Similar to this study, my
study also used the Likert scale to allow the participant to rate their frequency of usage of green
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space on campus in addition to type and length of activities. The random selection method, although
useful was not appropriate for the study of Bronx Community College (BCC). In the case of Texas
State University – San Marcos, researchers were examining its main campus, situated in a suburban
space that is 450 acres in size with an additional 5000 acres that includes the outlying area, however,
BCC’s campus is comprised of 45 acres and is located directly in the urban environment of the
Bronx. With this basic difference in mind, it is necessary to be strategic about a target demographic
for participation in order to assess the experience of campus design in relation to stress, belonging
and scholarly identity. Consequently, McFarland, Waliczek, and Zajicek’s random selection
allowed for a stratification that included students from all grade classifications. Additionally,
completion of their survey was incentivized by entry into a draw to win one of three prizes, a
strategy that was used in this research to achieve a completion rate of 200 surveys, as students were
informed of the possibility to win one of sixty-three $10 Amazon gift cards.

In The Restorative Benefits of Nature (1995) Kaplan introduces Attention Restoration Theory,
which relies on the concept of directed attention and fascination. These terms build on James’
earlier concept of voluntary or effortful attention and involuntary or effortless attention. Kaplan
suggests that directed attention is needed to step back from a situation or to simply pause in order
to obtain a bigger picture of what is happening. Essentially, directed attention is to process and plan
information, although it causes fatigue after a prolonged period of time (p. 171). According to
Kaplan the experience of fascination (effortless attention) allows directed attention to stop for
recovery to take place and natural environments are particularly rich in the characteristics necessary
for restorative experiences that lead to recovery from fatigue. Kaplan explores the two distinct types
of fascination, where hard fascination could entail watching an energetic activity such as racecar
driving. In contrast, soft fascination is a characteristic of natural settings and can be experienced by
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walking through such a setting because beyond recovery from directed attention, one can reflect,
further enhancing the restorative process. These concepts from Attention Restoration Theory will
serve as a basis for the survey and focus group discussion to better understand the restorative
capacity of green space on campus for students while additionally making the distinction between
environments that foster stress related to thinking and concentration.

Belonging
Marcus and Wischmann (1998) consider how the physical environment influences experience in
“Campus and Outdoor Spaces”, where they propose students have spaces on campus they identify
as home base or “a home away from home”, essentially places where they feel the most comfortable
(p. 177). These spaces tend to help orient students in their routine of attending class, reviewing
course material, socializing with others or simply reflecting on ideas. Their methods utilized for the
study include behavior trace analysis, activity mapping and formal interviews. Firstly, behavior
trace analysis required students to identify past behavior that indicated common areas that they
frequented while on campus. By recalling habitual movement on campus, students are able to
articulate both times and ways in which they engage with the space. This method of behavior trace
analysis was appropriate for the Berkeley study because it allowed students to reflect on ways they
experience campus design and will therefore be incorporated into the survey methods employed at
BCC as students will be asked to recall activities engaged in on campus green space, a description
that will be further probed in the focus group that follows the survey experience.

Secondly, activity mapping necessitated students to indicate a variety of spaces on campus that
included: “favorite spaces” and “home turf”. These terms were defined for students by the
researchers. The activity mapping required a random sample of 400 students who were asked to
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indicate which building or other space on a campus map they consider a “home” building or base.
This process revealed a preference for green or natural spaces chosen that were not the “home turf”
or territory of any specific building. Some reasons offered for preference of “favorite spaces”
included naturalness and open space, peace and quiet, shade or sun, people watching and proximity
to water (p.178). Furthermore, what comprised natural elements, as defined by students, comprised
grass, shrubs and trees. As indicated in the study, activities engaged in while at “favorite spaces”
specify social and restorative aspects of experience. Students identified conversations, eating,
people watching, meditation and playing Frisbee as some of the principle ways in which they spend
time in outdoor spaces on campus. Of the 400 respondents asked to participate, the study reported
90 percent indicated they had a home base on campus which was an expected result from graduate
students, faculty and employees because they are likely to have an office, desk or a department yet
it proved equally true for undergraduates, which indicates there is a psychological need for a home
away from home.

Germane to this study is the discussion of belonging and experience, highlighted by Marcus and
Wischemann concept of the “Front Porch”, a term they created to describe the outdoor spaces that
lead directly into frequented buildings such as departments or common areas. The authors suggest
the “Front Porch” addresses both the physical and psychological aspects that characterize public
and private space, thereby offering cues to transition from one type of behavior to another,
depending location. According to their research at Berkeley, they state “the need to feel that one
belongs to one spot is so compelling that most students, even those with no formal tie to any one
building (i.e., those who had not yet chosen a major) still appropriated a place to which they returned
daily” (p. 177). Their findings imply that students develop a sense of belonging by establishing a
home base in their campus routine because it allows them to construct a community within the
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academic environment that puts them at ease and makes them feel welcome. A second term utilized
by the study is the concept of “home turf”. These concepts were explored in both the survey and
focus group section of the research process because this descriptive language captures the visual
and experiential aspects of these spaces with great accuracy. By relying on terms that connote a
sense of a community that is composed of a house-like configuration that has intimate outdoor
qualities, it was possible to understand how or if students experience these spaces in a personal
way.

Finally, formal interviews were used to conclude the data collection process in this study of the
expansive campus that totals 178 acres of land that comprises the Berkeley campus (Berkeley,
2019). Relatedly, the focus group experience that followed the survey in my own study provided
the opportunity to discuss personal experience of campus design. The informality of the focus group
is a superior method in the case of examining BCC’s campus because it allowed students to examine
campus design in a participatory manner with the group discussion and the walking tour which will
influence the proposal made to The Office of Facilities Management at CUNY.

Scholarly Identity
In Design for Human Affairs (1974), Deasy and Laswell examine behavior at the Long
Beach State University campus to assess the needs and experience of campus users. Their research
methods include a combination of interviews, observations and surveys. According to their study,
interviews revealed that students desired more places to study, to eat comfortably outdoors as well
as opportunities to meet casually with faculty outside classes and office hours
where observations indicated that students congregate around the entrance of buildings before and
after class (p. 177). In the survey portion of the study, the researchers discovered that students use
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areas outside of main buildings for socialization. The survey analysis in my own study drew from
this research in that students were encouraged to specify where they spend the most time on campus
as well as the distinction between time spent on academic work and leisure. Similar to their
interview methods, the focus group section of my study asked students to share the type of areas
they believe could enhance their academic experience on campus, in addition to the social
dimensions of student life that include engaging with classmates or faculty in outdoor spaces.

Characteristics of Space
According to Marcus and Wischmann’s (1998) research at Berkeley, “the need to feel that one
belongs to one spot is so compelling that most students, even those with no formal tie to any one
building (i.e., those who had not yet chosen a major) still appropriated a place to which they returned
daily” (p. 177). In that way, habitual movement allows the student to identify a “home base”, which
in turn, makes that student feel at home on campus, irrespective of their academic trajectory.

In Design for Human Affairs, Deasy (1974) examines behavior on the Beach State University
campus and discovers that students desire spaces where they are able to eat, study and interact with
each other and faculty. He stresses that students are eager to experience places on campus that can
facilitate informal social interactions as well as solitary time around others in the outdoor spaces.
Consequently, he proposes a redesign of campus entries to accommodate these specific needs by
placing structures like seating or steps at the entrance of main buildings for multiple purposes like
meeting, talking or eating (p. 177). Additionally, Deasy references the role of closeness in the
process of “getting together” or more specifically, forming friendships. Many studies have
documented the importance of proximity in the development of relationships at work or school,
citing the closeness of their colleague’s desk or cubical as a major factor in socialization in a regular
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capacity. To that end, Deasy (1974) refers a study that took place at the University of Chicago in
the dormitory and reports the findings as such:
In an analysis of friendship relationships …closeness or proximity was found to
be precisely correlated to recognition and liking. Roommates were both
recognized and liked more than floor mates, floor mates more than men in the
same houses and housemates more than men in the same tower (p. 49).
The implications of this study could be profound in the context of integrating new students to the
academic environment and campus design as instrumental in the ways that friendship or community
is established.

Reactions and Perceptions
Speake and Nawaz’s (2013) address the relationship between positive student experiences and
contact with green space on campus. In their assessment of green space, they explore student
preferences between manicured or naturalistic green areas. Their findings reveal that campus space
is used for social and athletic activities that contribute to a richer academic experience with reduced
stress levels. Relatedly, eighty-one percent of students also report having a distinct and favorite
space on campus (p. 25). With that idea in mind, Marcus and Wischemann (1998) remind us that
campus design can have an effect on mental health and emotional well – being, a phenomenon they
explored by investigating how students of environmental design perceived the physical space on
campus at Berkeley (p. 179).

This research targeted the student experience inside and outside campus buildings. Participants
were asked to share word associations to define their feelings about these spaces on campus. Student
feedback on inside spaces included the following language “enclosed, bored, frustrated, bored, and
anxious” whereas their impressions of outside were revealed by words such as “quiet, calm, relaxed,
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peaceful, green and comfortable” (p.179). Marcus and Wischemann concluded these words were
indicative of a type expectation embodied by buildings, one that imposed a sense of duty and
obligation in relation to work, study, lecture or administrative functions such as filing, answering
phones or attending meetings (p. 179). They contrasted that feeling of expectation with the openness
of outside spaces that held no direct association with work or decorum, a type of freedom that put
them at ease, lowering the anxiety brought on by work or study. This research addresses the
relationship between place and state of mind, in that students can interpret their surroundings in
ways that compound the challenging aspects of the learning experience.

College requires one to develop dual identities that are somewhat contradictory, namely that of the
solitary scholar and the social being, who exist within a community. The most prominent features
of the learning experience include the acquisition of knowledge, the process of reflection, the
development of a scholarly identity and cultivating a sense of belonging. Campus design shapes
those aspects of the learning experience with the possibility of access to space that is both green
and shared as it serves to counteract the mental fatigue that comes with being a student. Those
spaces provide the choice of being alone or being with others while spending time outside of
campus buildings, experiences that can reduce stress in the academic environment. Marcus and
Wischemann conceptualize the term “front yard” with regard to what constitutes stress reduction
by stating that “for some people the idea of sunbathing or relaxing in a public space may be
inhibiting, but resting, meditating, or daydreaming in a familiar place that feels like one’s home
base, around people one knows or recognizes, may be more acceptable” (p. 181).
They emphasize the level of familiarity that accompanies what they refer to as “home turf”, a space
that campus users inhabit regularly. It is where they feel comfortable because they are able to
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acclimate to others that also commonly use the space or sensations they are exposed to while they
eat, relax or converse (p. 181). It is the frequency of the exposure that creates a sense of belonging
in that space. The pedestrian nature of the campus encourages people to feel that they can move
freely through these spaces and return to them for both a social and solitary outdoor experience.
The “backyard” is a second space that is designated for faculty, staff and students. It is defined by
its three-sided enclosure, which is a standard attribute of the English universities of Oxford and
Cambridge, where private spaces are used for more intimate encounters between smaller groups of
people either talking or eating on campus. The idea of the space located behind a building is to
increase the effect of a cozy or quiet atmosphere that is available to members of the campus
community. Marcus and Wischemann refer to these interactions on campus as “collegial
encounters”, expressing the intentional configuration of space that encourages fraternization
between people in outside spaces on campus (p. 183).

Politics of Privacy
Chapin’s (1951) research Privacy and the Bathroom examined the household to understand the
function of personal space. In his findings he mentions that, “privacy is needed for thinking,
reflection, reading and study, and for the aesthetic enjoyment and contemplation. Intrusions on the
fulfillment of personal desires need to be shut off in order to avoid the internal tensions that are
built up from the frustrations, resentments and the irritations of multiple contacts with others” (p.
840).

One aspect of campus design to consider is the importance of privacy in the learning process,
particularly in environment where non-traditional students are educated in traditional settings, such
as the community college. Ideally, privacy is considered a vital aspect of urban campus design at a
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community college where students occupy identities that have historically placed them at a
disadvantage. In this instance, the urban campus is where social justice intersects with higher
education because each student occupies many identities such as the sole breadwinner, first
generation college – goer or non – native English speaker. Chapin’s (1951) work contends, “there
is often a need to escape from the compulsions of one’s social role, to be able to retire from the role
of the parent, spouse, relative or child, as the case may be. A window may be closed against an
outside noise, a door may be shut to block the demands of others for advice, consolation, help or
gossip; the radio or television set may be turned off to eliminate the distracting claims on the
attention” (p. 840).

Where his research refers to the landscape found in the domestic environment, the underlying
concept is advocacy for physical space to be granted to the individual. This physical space translates
to the mental space that is required for higher-level thinking and processing of information received
during the academic experience. He explains that “privacy is needed for thinking, reflecting,
reading, and study, and for aesthetic enjoyment and contemplation. Intrusions on the fulfillment of
personal desires need to be shut off in order to avoid internal tensions that are built up from
frustrations, resentments, and irritations of continual multiple contacts with others” (p. 840).
Chapin’s analyses rely on observations about the socioeconomic aspects of privacy. He notes that
space is at a premium in lower social spheres thus conduct normally associated with privacy is
likely considered less strange because privacy rarely experienced. To illustrate this point, he uses
the reaction of women from higher social classes, who have only ever experienced personal
household space (bedroom or bathroom), as being stunned by the bathroom sharing schedules that
are used by girls from middle class backgrounds. In this case, women from lower social classes
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were surprised by the fact that a bathroom schedule is even needed to share the space, having been
raised in homes where everything was communal.

There is a unique correlation between the college preferences of middle-class students, who visit
many universities before high school ends in order to find the campus that best fits their personal
preferences, whereas students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds will likely make their
decision to attend a university based on accessibility from work or home. The feeling of the
environment and the concept of what a space has to offer is inherently tied to preferences that are
shaped by social class. In Distinction (1984), Bourdieu states “the dominant class constitutes a
relatively autonomous space whose structure is defined by the distribution of economic and social
capital among its members, each class fraction being categorized by a certain configuration of this
distribution to which there corresponds a certain lifestyle … (p. 260). He acknowledges the
differences in choice and preference that exist between social classes. In that regard, those students
who are from a higher social class feel empowered to select the campus that showcases the
university’s ability to provide a superior experience, while students who are from a lower social
class will likely accept the campus that simply offers convenience.
With the defining features of campus design in mind, Boyer’s (1987) research on the undergraduate
experience suggests, “students need solitude and intimacy as well as togetherness; and they should
be able to choose their companions without institutional constraint” (p.187). These ideas are echoed
in Jane Jacobs’ book, The Death and Life of the Great American Cities (1969), as she explains,
“privacy is precious commodity in the city. It is indispensable … it is precious and indispensable
everywhere but most places you cannot get it” (p. 58). Jacobs describes the ephemeral nature of
aloneness in an urban space, where one is rarely left to contemplate ideas or to choose when to
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engage with others. For the community college student, who attends the public institution, this may
be their first experience with privacy in an academic setting. It is a profound opportunity to seek
sanctuary in the quietness of thoughts or to ruminate on new ideas. One central point made by the
author is the relationship between the planning of space and the experience of space. She mentions
that city residential planning curates an experience with others that supports people of means, where
the disadvantaged are simply reminded of their limited choices in the lived environment (p.65). The
crowdedness of the urban context is mirrored in its social institutions, which ultimately does a
disservice to tasks that require concentration for the development of necessary skills like critical
thinking and contemplation, both of which are integral to the learning process.

Private versus Public
Similarly, Edward T. Hall (1969) explores the difference between public and private spaces by
highlighting the control humans have over their environment, through architecture, planning and
design. He declares that “man is now in the position of actually creating the total world he lives in,
what ethologists refer to as biotype” (p. 4). Therefore, becoming the architect of the kind of
organism he will become. By extension, he proposes that the way cities are designed,
neighborhoods that are intricately connected by concrete or trees, will in turn, produce different
kinds of people. Hall makes specific reference to public institutions such as mental hospitals and
prisons as well as the contrast in space experienced between slums and suburbs.

The congestion found in the boroughs of a city like New York is unparalleled by any city across
North America. The occurrence of overcrowding has become an identifying factor in the urban
lifestyle that defines life in this city, though some communities feel it more acutely more than
others. Natural landscapes that can be accessed for unlimited periods of time are more humanizing
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aspects of a space that distract from the pollution and noise. Parks and trees provide that cost-free
access to nature that allows people to engage with restorative environments while living inside a
fast-paced eco-system that thrives on high production within fixed time frames. Edward’s section
on “Crowding and Social Behavior in Animals” references experiments conducted on mice where
it was evidenced that “important social functions were disrupted by overpopulated areas, which led
to disorganization and ultimately population collapse” (p. 32). The intensity of crowded
environments is amplified by the lack of variation provided in the aesthetic of our urban spaces
where we conduct our daily routine of work and leisure.
Edward Hall explains that “man’s sense of space is closely related to his sense of self, which is an
intimate transaction with his environment”, an observation that suggests the importance of
interacting with both natural and beautiful spaces as central to ideal living conditions (p. 63).
Likewise, Hall discusses, Humphrey Osmond’s study of cultural proxemics, which identifies two
types of space, namely sociofugal that keeps people apart and sociopetal that tends to bring people
together (p 108). While conducting research in a psychiatric hospital in Saskatchewan, he observed
that certain spaces would illicit specific behaviors in terms of movement and the desire to convene
with or retreat from the group citing examples such as the waiting room at a railway station versus
the configuration of tables at a French sidewalk café. Within this conversation exists a deeper
dialogue on the uses of space or what Hall refers to as the “dynamism of space - how a person’s
perception of a space is related to action – what can be done in a given space – rather than what is
seen by passive viewing” (p. 115).

The concept of gathering and scattering can be applied to urban planning, more specifically public
transportation. Hall contends that the transit system of Paris and Spain are sociopetal in nature as a
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“radiating star” brings commuters together at central points in their journey. Unlike the sociofugal
design of the “grid”, used in England, a system that spreads out as it extends, thereby containing a
series of separated points that serve to spread both people and places (p. 146). This is a fascinating
idea when thinking of how urban design, public transportation and public spaces, specifically the
university campus, collide. The culture of a crowded fast paced city such as New York, operates
within the “grid” system, which creates inherent divisions in public or private space, each
categorized according to power, status and privilege. Public institutions, like urban community
colleges, are areas where these concepts of space, both sociopetal and sociofugal are embedded
within the campus design. Designing Places for People examines how friendship formation and
group membership are formed in a public space. Here, Deasy (1985) highlights that “if there is a
place to stand outside the flow of traffic, or even better a comfortable place to sit down, social
contact develops. If this kind of event recurs regularly, a social center is born” (p. 129).

The ideal learning environment is supposed to be a respite from the landscape of the urban jungle;
however, these are institutions that cater to students who are considered to have a non-traditional
profile with many identifying as immigrants, lower income, non-native English speakers and
underprepared high school graduates. Glazer and Moynihan (1970) discuss in Beyond the Melting
Pot the fact that major ethnic groups maintain distinct identities for generations although housing
and planning often do not factor that into their design (p. 166).

Mapping and Affordance of Space
According to Kaplan and Kaplan (1982) people create cognitive maps, “schematic knowledge
people have about a familiar environment”, to move through spaces (p. 5). These maps can
influence movement in spaces, which are frequented in daily life such as the university or college
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campus. The average undergraduate student at a community college campus has created certain
cognitive maps that support their movement throughout the campus in order to attend class or visit
resources such as the library, academic support or athletic facilities. The campus supports both
social and individualistic activities because the campus design offers students spaces to engage with
others and more importantly, natural spaces that are both green and tranquil. These green landscapes
afford the student an opportunity to digest information learned in the classroom, to reflect on
concepts and to relax in an environment that has restorative qualities.
Ulrich (1986) assesses the experience of green space in “The Aesthetic and Affective Responses to
Natural Environment”, where he suggests that beyond preferences for certain visuals it is a widely
held notion in urbanized countries that experiences with natural environments can be
psychologically healthful (p. 113). He emphasizes the importance of considering contact with
natural spaces in the planning and design of facilities and institutions where people are more likely
to experience high levels of stress such as hospitals and schools. Likewise, Tenneson and Cimprich
(1995) investigate the relationship between attention and access to nature in a college environment.
Their research posits that students who have more natural views from their dormitory windows
show higher levels of performance on measures of directed attention than those who have fewer
natural views (p. 78).

In The Ecological Approach to Visual Perception (1986), the concept of affordances, is defined by
Gibson as being, “what the object offers the animal, what it provides or furnishes, either good or
ill” (p. 127). He delineates between positive and negative affordances by thinking in terms of what
one may be able to do with an object as opposed to how an object creates an obstacle or barrier.
The ability to hide, is also considered an affordance in an environment because concealment allows
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the user to go unnoticed within a space. He categorizes affordances as “offering benefit or injury,
life or death”, though the perception of how the object is used in a given environment defines the
type of affordance the user experiences (p. 143). This is a unique concept when considering campus
design and the functionality of the learning environment, specifically how outdoor and green spaces
afford the student the ability to sit, rest, think, talk and retreat. According to Gibson’s observations
the presence of nature, in the form of trees and grass, add to the positive affordances whereas areas
with excessive built environments such as buildings, create negative affordances as they serve as
obstacles to the social or solitary experience outside.

Comparably, in The Experience of Landscape, Appleton (1975) describes these concepts using the
language of prospect or shelter, a place you can hide without being seen (p. 168). He explains that
essentially a person can gain information about what is going on around them and prevent others
from gaining information about them. An interesting concept to consider in the college campus in
terms of the degree to which the design allows for solitary engagement with the space compared to
areas that are allocated for group interactions and socialization. The interplay between solitary and
social spaces could perhaps facilitate a higher probability of students engaging in both types of
interaction with the campus environment.

Kaplan and Kaplan (1982) discuss the idea of voluntary and involuntary attention in Humanscape:
Environments for People. They explain that fatigue is a delayed response to prolonged focus or
overstimulation therefore recovery is needed (p. 105). They further this description by referencing
the cumulative effect of fatigue and its delayed cost on the body and mind (p. 107). They draw from
the work of William James (1892), specifically his distinction between voluntary and involuntary
attention, mental fatigue being a byproduct of the former, where stress reduction is the result of the
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latter. Extensive periods of voluntary attention have delayed results and require rest in the form of
involuntary attention.

When thinking about the mental taxation involved in the academic experience, particularly that felt
by a student who is trying to establish both social and academic balance, the contrast between
voluntary and involuntary attention seems crucial to success. The campus design can attend to this
reality with natural landscapes and green settings that allow for rejuvenation to a person and a
group. In their view, a lack of clarity about the spatial layout of an environment can in fact cause
an individual to experience stress, conversely when one is confronted with an environment that is
logically structured, they feel supported and able to function with ease. In the absence of a clear
spatial arrangement, the individual will experience feelings of confusion and distress.

Belonging and Restorative Experience
Kaplan and Kaplan (1982) speak of a continuum of clarity and chaos that exist and influence
patterns of fascination and chaos something they believe is influenced by the degree of harmony
that exists between one’s purpose and their environment (p. 114). In an educational setting, a
student’s sense of belonging in a space can impact their emotional range. The learning experience
is composed on intellectual challenges, social interaction and periods of isolation. Feeling as though
one is a member of a larger collective, in this case the academic institution is related to the level of
comfort experienced in a new setting, such as a college campus, where formal and informal
gatherings take place in buildings or through contact with landscape. On campuses where large
spaces exist for faculty and students to roam within greenery and trees, the desire to explore those
spaces will be heightened, should they feel integrated within that environment. According to Kaplan
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and Kaplan, the degree of uncertainty one faces is a product of the known aspect of the present and
the ambiguity of the future.

Kaplan and Kaplan (1989) explore the concept of restorative environment in Experience of Nature
by concentrating on the sense of escapism that comes with heightened levels of stress and the effect
of natural environments. They define stress as the “preparation for an anticipated event that has
been evaluated as being threatening or harmful” though they also leave room for the possibility that
stress can occur from the mental fatigue that accompanies a rigorous workload related to something
enjoyable (p. 178). The student experience is riddled with challenging expectations, managing
various deadlines, grappling with new concepts and juggling non-student related responsibilities in
everyday life. The authors consider James’ (1892) research on voluntary and involuntary attention
in their research on the properties of stress and the construction of the restorative experience.
Kaplan and Kaplan explain the four central components to restoration in relation to nature by
recognizing four specific properties that are comprised of “being away, extent, fascination, and
compatibility” (p. 186). The idea of escaping the environment that is taxing is at the core of the
feeling of being away and could apply to a mental or physical conception of removal. This leads to
the second property extent, which relies on both connectedness and scope to provide the sense of a
larger whole (p. 184).
The authors describe fascination as those experiences that engage a person’s attention without
utilizing voluntary or directed attention. It is a type of engagement with an environment that allows
someone to be interested or curious within a realm that is not stressful. Lastly, compatibility occurs
when the effort required to complete a task is supported by the context (p. 186). They make the
point that a preferred environment is more likely to be restorative and that nature plays a powerful
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role in what is preferred; therefore, a natural environment will probably offer a restorative
experience to a user (p. 189). Central to their concluding statements on natural environments is that
they are situated nearby, highlighting the impact of having the restorative spaces in close proximity
in everyday life, specifically in locations that demands concentrated amounts of voluntary attention,
like a college campus. It is Kaplan and Kaplan’s belief that the deeper restorative experience has
four levels that involve “clearing the head”, recovering from voluntary attention, activating
involuntary attention through fascination and reflection that involves introspective qualities related
to sense of self, life choices and goals (p. 197).

Symbolic Qualities of the Campus
Dober’s (1992) conversation in Campus Design examines the landmarks on a campus, which
standardly include a chapel, library, administrative buildings, sports arena and a quad (p. 18). He
believes that landmark heritage displays the institutions legacy because constructing buildings that
capture the historical aspect of the school conveys the narrative of its timeline. These signals on
campus are meaningful in shaping a shared identity amongst the members of a community of
scholars. Chapman addresses the historic roots of the university as being one that is monastic
offering a place of solace and reflection. It is in this time that the academic environment developed
its sense of place, which over time has changed in accordance to the rural, suburban and urban
setting. The experience of environment is subjective and is informed by those emotional and social
features that define experience in time. The built and natural environments are joined together on a
campus to create a feeling that lasts with students long after they have left the university. The
interpretation of nature as openness is a concept Chapman (2006) explores in his discussion of the
departure from colonial campus design, cloistered and secluded to an American academic landscape
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that had a spatial connection to a larger setting beyond or threaded through the campus itself (p.
25).

The modern campus was defined by its location and it location was shaped by the notion of open
learning environments that celebrated the natural landscape. In Campus: An American Planning
Tradition, Turner (1984) explains that the word campus, originating from the Latin meaning field,
truly exemplifies the “unique physical character of the American college and university” (p. 4). The
famous Frederick Olmsted, father of most Land Grant universities in America, introduced the
“cottage system”, which moved away from the monastic construction of buildings to separate
structures that formed a patchwork of academic units that were “park like” in structure, a design
framework that appealed to the same man who curated New York’s Central Park (p. 150). The main
idea underlying this new system was that it reflected the anti-elitist culture of the Land Grant
universities and the general sentiment of public higher education in the democratic republic. The
role of community in its expression of “the utopian social visions of the American imagination” is
deployed through the construction and experience of the campus (p. 305).

New York and Higher Education
In The College of the City of New York: A History 1847-1947 by Rudy Willis, the author explains
how the urban landscape evolved between the early nineteenth and twentieth century with the
transformation of residential neighborhoods into places of business (p. 382). It was at this time that
the city responded to the growing numbers of high school graduates by relocating City College to
Washington Heights in 1907. The vastness of the city and the limited transportation available both
served to restrict students from attending City or Hunter College in Manhattan. This inspired
Brooklyn, which was the largest growing borough, to advocate for its own satellite of CCNY,
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eventually established in 1917. The initial classes were conducted at night and were extended to
Queens, though the demand for more permanent sites located in the outer boroughs became so great
that it led to the creation of Brooklyn College in 1930 and later Queens College in 1937 (p. 389).

That same spirit of community and strength in vocalization would return during the fifties in the
Bronx, where local groups advocated for its own campus that would cater to the higher education
needs of the borough’s residents. New York City and its outer boroughs would define public
education with the development of a comprehensive system of colleges that included both senior
and junior schools. Postwar policies and social movements would shift the image of the traditional
college student and open the door to a new wave of young people seeking higher education. This
change would serve as a catalyst for the metamorphosis that would take place in campus design in
order to accommodate the social changes taking place in America.

Impacts of Policy
The aftermath of WWII bought on a period of exceptional growth in America that extended from
industry to the large university. As described by Clark Kerr (1963), who coined the term
multiversity to articulate the concept of a university that had various functions and communities
that were brought together within this single academic structure (p. 1). Postwar policies were geared
toward rapid growth and initiated by President Roosevelt in 1944. The goal was to increase access
to resources such as housing and education, which created a level of prosperity that would never be
achieved again and created a degree of intergenerational wealth for white Americans from the
middle class. This opportunity was introduced with The Serviceman’s Readjustment Act (G.I Bill),
which gave veterans access to attend institutions of higher education in order to achieve a degree,
a policy that allowed veterans to earn a degree at institutions of higher education across the country.
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The G.I. Bill created greater stratification in social class because many working-class veterans, who
previously never had the chance to complete a degree, were now enrolled in the higher education
system, specifically at the community colleges. An entire generation of working-class students
would be professionalized by earning a college education and eventually shift upward to the middle
class. Chapman (2006) reminds us “the offspring of the GI generation, born between 1946 and
1964, added a prodigious 78 million souls to the U.S. population” (p. 33).

The Regents and CUNY Expansion
According to the Regents Statewide Plan for the Expansion and Development of Higher Education
(1964), the Board of Regents realized the changes in the societal framework that were moving
quickly toward a more urban and cosmopolitan environment, which required adequate public
institutions that could cater to its populations needs. The Regents also recognized that attention
must be paid to the increasing urbanization of society. The City University of New York answered
this call by making a commitment “to establish a special program of urban studies and
research...(with)…more attention given by the modern university to the problems and opportunities
caused by crime and delinquency, racial segregation, inadequate and deteriorated housing, cultural
deprivation, and other conditions closely associated with large cities” (Regents Statewide Plan for
the Expansion and Development of Higher Education, 1964, p. 33).

In a time of unprecedented economic growth, CUNY demonstrated its commitment to New York
with plans that prepared the institution for widespread expansion of its facilities. CUNY’s Plans for
New Facilities entailed the creation of new campuses that was comprised of a total of nine
proposals, four of which were approved and five that were designated as institutional goals. The
approved proposals focused on growth directed at the physical plant that included the need for
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additional classroom, seminar, faculty offices, conference, library and research facilities at the
colleges; and plans to acquire necessary land suitable to the University's requirements, including a
residence hall for graduate students and young faculty. The goal proposals considered maximizing
facilities’ use across the University through closed circuit or special- channel television, ways to
use existing separate libraries for the support of graduate programs, acquisition of land, buildings,
and equipment to create research institutes, and contemplation of establishing a University Press
(Regents Statewide Plan for the Expansion and Development of Higher Education, 1964, p. 35).

Both the size and scale of the public higher education in New York State is vast as indicated by the
Statewide Plan for Higher Education 2012-2020 (2013) that identifies 73 public (SUNY and
CUNY) and 187 private colleges and universities.“ (The Statewide Plan for Higher Education
2012-2020, 2013, p. 3).
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology

This mixed methods research study evaluates the relationship between campus design and the
student experience at a community college campus. It used survey methods and a focus group with
undergraduate students at the Bronx Community College (BCC) campus to examine how campus
design relates to stress, belonging, and the development of a scholarly identity. The study aimed to
address how campus design, specifically green space, impacts undergraduate students at a
community college. It seeks to better understand the experience of the diverse student population
at CUNY, while informing discourse on how campus design works to allow for reflection, to
promote belonging and to develop scholarly identity.

Historically, green space has played a significant role in Western texts like the Bible and Greek
mythology. In present day, green space communicates both prestige and elitism. Furthermore, urban
spaces that are defined by desirable neighborhoods, university campuses or public parks, largely
also offer solitude and nature. They are considered a luxury in a metropolitan area. Grass denotes a
sense of tranquility, used to illicit the desire for contemplation while also encouraging taking time
for meaningful discourse, reflection and problem solving. Exposure to nature facilitates the creation
of new knowledge. When students are denied access to a campus with greenery, they are by
extension, not encouraged to stay. This may be a response to how the education system values their
ability to process or create new knowledge. Perhaps there is a connection between how educational
pathways are constructed that explains how space is both designed and delegated. McFarland,
Waliczek and Zajicek (2008) recognize that student interpretation of academic experiences and
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campus design are positively correlated to academic success as they observed undergraduate
students experienced higher levels of contentment because of exposure to nature through green
spaces on campus. The academic experience is full of ambivalence with varying degrees of stress,
hence exposure to natural settings on campus contributed to lower levels of anxiety. In the past,
students from privileged backgrounds allowed the level of beautification on a college campus to
inform their decision about what school was best for them, reinforcing the notion that institutions
of higher education, are in a way, offering a certain quality of life (Caws, 1970).

With that in mind, the purpose of this study was to evaluate the relationship between campus design
and the student experience at a community college. More specifically, it examined whether campus
design at BCC affects stress, belonging and the development of a scholarly identity.
Research Questions
This study aimed to explore different aspects of campus design and student experience.
The research questions are:
How does campus design impact the student experience at a community college?
Does contact with green space on campus provide a restorative experience and relief from
the fatigue caused by directed attention?
Does campus design contribute to the development of a scholarly identity?

To further explore the impact of green spaces on college campuses, a mixed methods approach was
adopted. The research design was constructed on a multi-phase exploration of student experience.
For the purposes of this study, experience is defined by engagement with the campus, scholarly
identity and sense of well-being. Creswell (2014) identifies the “strength of drawing on both
qualitative and quantitative research and minimizing the limitations of both approaches” therefore
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a survey and focus group will be used (p. 218). A sample group of two hundred students were
selected using the College listserv. Lincoln and Guba (1981) remind us “that naturalistic inquiry
relies upon purposeful rather than representative sampling (p.102). The study will take place at
Bronx Community College with undergraduates. Associate Dean of Curriculum Matters and
Academic Programs in the Department of Academic Success, Alexander Ott, assisted with access
to students on campus for both the survey and the focus group. IRB approval was attained for the
data collection process during both stages of research.

Stage One (Survey)
A one-page questionnaire was developed containing thirty closed questions in addition to one that
is open ended. Students were incentivized to complete the survey with the chance to win one of
sixty-three Amazon gift cards worth $10 each. An invitation to complete the survey was shared
using the listserv. The survey was divided into four sections that contained questions that used a
Likert - type scale to identify demographic information (age, race, and gender), use and perceptions
of green spaces, well-being, and scholarly identity as stated in Appendix A. It was administered
online to students at BCC in the fall semester of 2019.

The purpose of this survey was to give students an opportunity to define and explain their
experiences interacting with their campus. It was used in conjunction with the qualitative data to
more accurately understand these experiences. After the surveys were completed, I used descriptive
statistics to understand how variables like gender, race, and age compare in frequency to questions
regarding student experience. Qualitative data from the open-ended questions was coded to assist
in making the Likert - type scale more robust.
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Stage Two (Focus Group)
In this stage, ten students from stage one were invited to participate in a focus group. One group
met in the morning and the other in the afternoon on the same day. Participants were compensated
for their time with a $30 Amazon gift card, which they received at the end of the focus group. The
purpose of stage two was to learn more about how campus design has impacted their overall college
experience by providing a forum for students to share their personal experiences. This was one
session that included a forty-five-minute activity during which students explained their experience
on campus by participating in a group discussion, guided by questions on campus design. In
addition, students engaged in a walking tour of the campus to indicate areas of campus referenced
during the discussion. This information was audio-recorded and used to compose a proposal on the
relationship between campus design and student experience. This document, produced in stage two,
will be submitted to CUNY campus facilities for feedback, as a contribution to the vast research on
student experience at community colleges, to indicate positive features already in place, and areas
that could potentially be improved at community colleges.

IRB Process
IRB approval was necessary for data collection at stage one and two. The application was submitted
at Hunter College, the advisor’s institution, for research conducted on campus during the spring
and summer semester at Bronx Community College. The student population were undergraduates.
The first stage of research required contact with undergraduate students through an electronic
survey using Survey Monkey. Survey completion was incentivized with the possibility of winning
one of sixty-three $10 Amazon gift cards. The second stage required ten students, who were invited
to attend a focus group with five students in the morning and five in the afternoon. Participation
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were incentivized with a $30 Amazon gift card and the focus group will involve a group discussion
and walking tour that will take place on campus for the duration of forty-five minutes.
University students are particularly vulnerable to the feeling of overstimulation and burnout based
on the initial adjustment to college. They must acclimate to a new set of expectations related to
academic and social performance. This requires adjustment to the new environment at an
accelerated pace. There is an assumption that students have developed a work ethic or appreciate
the importance of self- regulation, in addition to how social connectedness fosters integration into
a network of like-minded friends. During the eighties and nineties, scholarship emerged that was
concerned with the process of attention-restoring experience, illustrated by Kaplan’s (1995)
analyses on access to natural environments.

This research emerged from previous scholarship, because it is concerned with how campus design,
at CUNY, reduces stress and creates a sense of belonging while facilitating the development of
scholarly identity. With this knowledge, it works toward the identification of positive features
associated with campus design. This information could potentially assist campuses with limited
physical space to reconfigure its design with the use of place-making, an approach that allows for
public space to be repurposed. Tennesen and Cimprich (1995) remind us “if natural views from
windows do have positive effects on students’ capacity to direct attention, this would have
considerable implications for the placement and design of dormitories. Students require strong
attention to master successfully the multiple demands of education in the university setting”
(Grayson, 1985). Similarly, Speake, Edmondson, and Nawaz (2013), investigate this relationship
as they state, “diminishing urban green spaces limits the opportunity for students to experience
nature and learn about the environment. It is therefore important to understand how the campus
environment contributes to student life and students’ connection with nature, particularly with green
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spaces in their immediate surroundings. People and green spaces are tied by interconnectivities
which can be premised in affective and emotional responses and ultimately reflected in people’s
perceptions of their environment and their articulation of them.” Finally, Abu-Ghazzeh (1999) and
McFarland et al. (2008) have considered the implications of perception in their exploration of
campus green spaces by “noting that perception of a place or place meaning can comprise three
types of knowledge, about the place, its affective quality, and behavior that occurs there”,
demonstrating that further research is needed on the topic.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Findings

For this research project, that focused on the relationship between campus design and student
experience, multiple forms of data collection were utilized to better explore the campus at Bronx
Community College. The primary methods of data collection included a survey and a focus group.
The undergraduate population at the College were the target population in this study.

Survey Analysis
The survey on campus design was disseminated on the campus listserv in September of the Fall
2019 semester at BCC. The Dean of Student Success, Alexander Ott, provided access to the College
listserv by refining the recipients to students who were at least eighteen years old and who were
currently enrolled in credit bearing courses. A total of 6410 students received the invitation to
complete the survey on campus design, which remained open for a month. During this time period,
there were one hundred and fifty-six responses collected using Survey Monkey. The low response
rate can be attributed to multiple factors such as limited availability at the beginning of the semester,
infrequent monitoring of a university email account and general apathy. A sample of this size is not
representative of the larger BCC student population nor is it generalizable to other community
college populations, however the demographic information collected in this study does correspond
with the data presented in the Facts and Figures section on the BCC webpage regarding gender,
major and race (bcc.facts-figures.edu)

demographics. Respondent ages ranged from 18 to 54, with the largest group identifying between
19 and 20 years of age. Participants were asked to self-select from three categories for gender
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including male, female and gender non-conforming. Of those categories there were a majority of
female respondents totaling 65% (94) in contrast to the 34% (49) males and 1% (2) participants
who identified as gender non-conforming. Consequently, eleven students chose to identify to as
non-conforming (Table 5.1).

Figure 5.1

Gender

According to major, the largest group represented in the survey was Liberal Arts and Science with
56% (80), followed by Criminal Justice with 17% (24) whereas 11% (16) were undeclared.
Consequently, there were 7% (10) students from Business Administration, in addition to exactly
5% (7) of students majoring in Dietetics and Nutrition or studying to become a Licensed Practical
Nurse. A total of twelve students opted not to share their major at college (Figure 5.2).

Figure 5.2

Major
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In terms of ethnic composition, the largest groups of students identified as Hispanic (of any race)
66% (96) or Black or African American at 21% (31). Asian students represented 7% (10), where
both non – Hispanic White and those who identify as two or more races were 3% (4) with eleven
students that skipped this question (Figure 5.3).

Figure 5.3

Race

With regard to semesters completed the most significant group were those students that had
completed between one and three semesters at 62% (90) with four to six semesters as the second
largest at 29% (42). Consequently, students with seven or more semesters completed represented
6% (8) where the smallest group were those who had attended for less than one semester at 4% (6).
A total of ten students refrained from answering this question (Figure 5.4).

Figure 5.4

Semesters
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With regard to this demographic information, the average profile of the survey respondent was a
student between 19 and 20 years of age, who identified as a Hispanic female, majoring in Liberal
Arts and Science with anywhere between one and three semesters completed at college.

time outside. Students were asked to assess the amount of time they spent outside on the BCC
campus. The first question focused on their time on campus. The possible responses relied on a sixpoint Likert scale. The vast majority of respondents indicated that the frequency with which they
are on campus was “pretty often” at 35% (51), with equal numbers of students identifying as either
“sometimes” or “regularly” being on campus at 23% (34) Interestingly, only 0.7% (1) or one
respondent indicated “never”, however eleven students skipped this question entirely (Figure 5.5).

Figure 5.5

Time on Campus

In contrast when students were asked to describe the frequency of time spent outside on campus,
most selected “sometimes” with 35% (50) or “not often” at 26% (38). There were a comparable
number of students that chose “pretty often” at 16% (23) or “regularly” 14% (20), where only 6%
(9) selected “never” (Figure 5.6).
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Figure 5.6

Time Regularly Spent Outside on Campus

When asked about time spent outside near green spaces the largest group of respondents felt that
“sometimes” accurately depicted their habits with 38% (55) students. Surprisingly, the second
highest response was “not often” at 27% (40), which is roughly double the amount of students that
selected “pretty often”, while those who chose “never” and “regularly” were similar at 8% (12)
and 8% (11), respectively (Figure 5.7).

Figure 5.7

Time Spent Outside Near Green Spaces on Campus

In response to time spent with friends near green spaces on campus 34% (50) responded
“sometimes”, with equal numbers of students that selected “regularly” or “always” at 8% (11)
(Figure 5.8).
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Figure 5.8

Time Spent with Friends Near Green Spaces on Campus

Students appear to spend time in gardens and green spaces in general with more frequency than
they do with friends on campus as suggested by the number of participants who responded
“sometimes” at 34% (50) in addition to a combined total of 34% (50) for “pretty often”, “regularly”
and “always” (Figure 5.9).

Figure 5.9

Time Spent in Green Spaces Like Parks or Gardens in General

Overall, respondent choices for time spent outside construct an image of a student who is pretty
often on campus and sometimes with friends outside near green spaces. That being said, students
are likely to spend time in green spaces like gardens or parks when they are off campus grounds.
This is a particularly interesting observation because it allows one to infer that although a BCC
student may have limited time to spend on campus, they appreciate the presence of green spaces
to a degree that they seek out these spaces when they are away from the campus. Garden or parklike settings are valued by these students, which causes one to consider how much time a BCC
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student might spend in green spaces on campus, if given a more flexible weekly schedule, or
perhaps, the ability to live on or near campus.

comfort. Secondly the experiential aspects of campus design were examined in the survey. Students
were asked about how comfortable they were at college which revealed overwhelmingly positive
responses that reflect high levels of comfort as 36% (53) state they are “pretty comfortable”, 24%
(35) are “very comfortable” and 18% (27)

are “completely comfortable”. No participants

responded “not at all comfortable” to this question (Figure 5.10).
Figure 5.10

Comfort at College

Accordingly, 85% (124) students said they had a place on campus that they visited in their free
time (3.2) (Figure 5.11).

Figure 5.11

Place on Campus Visited Regularly
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The most frequented place was by far the library as over 50% of students chose this specific location
(Figure 5.12).

Figure 5.12

Locations Visited on Campus Regularly

Apart from the library, the next most patronized destinations included “Other” at roughly 17% (25),
specifically the Hall of Fame for Great Americans and the outside benches on campus at 15% (22)
(Table 1.13). When students were asked to describe their comfort level in these spaces the highest
responses ranged from “pretty comfortable” to “completely comfortable”, with 32% (46) and 31%
(44), respectively (Figure 5.13).

Figure 5.13

Comfort in that Place on Campus

In terms of comfort, students appear to be predominantly pretty comfortable at college and it is
common for students to have a place on campus that makes them feel at ease, whether it be inside
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the Library, outside near the benches or at the Hall of Fame for Great Americans. A notable
observation in these responses is that students enjoy the North East side of the campus where the
newest building on campus is located or the oldest section, where the more historic or traditional
characteristics of the campus are displayed that date back to NYU.

This correlates with the belief that campus design contributes to scholarly identity in that
respondents are drawn to the library, a building on campus that is devoted to research and study.
The North Hall building is constructed in such a way that students are able to engage in solitary
scholarship or engage in group work inside of study rooms located along the walls of this large
building. The library stands at a central point on campus which is next to the building that houses
the cafeteria in addition to Gould Memorial Hall, an official heritage site.

Correspondingly, the Hall of Fame contains a series of busts of great Americans, who are classified
in terms of their contribution to society. This space is constructed in a manner that makes the
observer feel reverence as they make their way through a passage that occupies the northern
boundary of the College. It is known for its intimate quality. The tranquil nature of this space shares
many similarities with the Library because it is conducive to both solitary reflection and lively
group conversation. These are important aspects of campus design for a community college student,
who is acclimating to higher education and building a traditional scholarly identity, at times, from
a nontraditional student profile.

social interaction. In considering the social dimensions of the campus experience, students were
asked to share how often they socialize with friends during their time on campus. In this case,
“sometimes” was the most common response at 36% (52), although positive responses in the range
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of “pretty often” to “always”, totaled 44 students with 15% (22) stating “pretty often, 6% (9)
“regularly”, and 9% (13) “always” (Figure 5.14).

Figure 5.14

Socialize with Friends on Campus

Alternately, 39% (57) described the frequency with which they talk to faculty on campus as
“Sometimes” and 29% (43) as “not often”, indicating a noticeable discrepancy between social
interactions between students and peers versus faculty. In that way, responses supported a solitary
experience for many on campus with 32% (47) students choosing “Regularly” in response to being
asked about how often they spend time alone on campus. Roughly similar estimates were given for
“sometimes” and “always” with 17% (25) and 19% (28), which indicates that most students spend
time alone on campus, yet the amount of students who are always alone are almost equal to those
who are at times with others (Figure 15.15).

Figure 5.15

Time Spent Alone
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Overall, student feedback is consistent with the habits of a typical community college student who
is focused on the academic areas of the postsecondary experience as opposed to cultivating the nonacademic aspects that are easily nurtured through living on campus, attending fulltime and having
free time.

stress. To that end, stress was an important component of the survey because the student experience
is so multifaceted, therefore it demands heightened focus and the ability to acclimate to constant
change. With regard to how often students felt stressed out while at college, 33% (48) answered
“sometimes” followed by 21% (30) identifying as being stressed “pretty often” (Table 5.16).

Figure 5.16

Stressed While at College

This was consistent with a student body that experiences high levels of stress with 14% (21) stating
“regularly” and 12% (18) indicating “always” (Table 5.17). Paradoxically, students generally
claimed to experience lower levels of stress when inside buildings as 32% (47) chose “sometimes”
and 30% (43) selected “not often” (Figure 5.18).
Figure 5.17

Stress Inside Buildings

Figure 5.18
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Stress Outside Buildings

Similarly, students mainly said “not often” 36% (52) or “sometimes” 27% (39) when asked about
stress levels outside buildings on campus (Table 5.18). In response to the question about general
stress related to college, students were more inclined to confirm feeling stressed with commentary
that ranged from 33% (48) “sometimes”, to 24% (35) “pretty often and 14% (21) “regularly”
(Figure 5.19).

Figure 5.19

Stressed about College in General

These results paint a portrait of the average BCC student who experiences moderate to increased
levels of stress that are rarely affected by being either inside or outside buildings on campus. The
inference is that stress is a product of the college experience as opposed to the built environment,
although, it would be informative to understand how the aesthetic effects the learning experience
in terms of older versus newer buildings on campus. Moreover, whether students have particular
preferences in their learning environment on campus as it relates to their comfort and wellbeing.

scholarly identity. Student identification with scholarship in the academic experience was largely
positive with 28% (41) describing themselves as being able to relate to this role “completely” and
26% (38) stating “a lot”. This was reinforced by 25% (36) of respondents’ selection of “pretty
much” whereas not one student felt that “not at all” represented them which indicates a very strong
identification with being a scholar or a college student (Figure 5.20).
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Figure 5.20

Identify as a Scholar or a College Student

Additionally, students conceded to typically thinking about course content when on campus with
28% (41) of respondents selecting “pretty often”, 25% (36) for “regularly” and 23% (33) for
“always”, totaling 76% (110) students who are thinking about course content when they are at
school (Figure 5.21).

Figure 5.21

How Often You Think about Course Content while on Campus

Furthermore, 32% (47) students said they “sometimes” discuss course content with other students
on campus, where 19% (28) state “pretty often” in response to this question. Similar percentages
were represented in the categories of “regularly” and “always” with 14% (20) and 14% (21),
respectively (Figure 5.22).
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Figure 5.22

Discuss Course Content with Other Students on Campus

Opposingly, 30% (43) of students said that “not often” characterized how often they discussed
course content with faculty on campus with a mere 25% (37) stating “sometimes” (Figure 5.23).
Figure 5.23

Discuss Course Content with Faculty on Campus

In summation, it is clear that though students project a healthy sense of scholarly identity and often
think about course content, though that does not generally translate into heightened levels of
discussion with faculty, despite potential course related conversations they engage in with other
students. Time constraints and technology are a possible explanation for a reduction in on campus
interactions because email or text has allowed students to communicate without partaking in faceto-face conversations.

campus use. The habitual actions of students on campus that can be classified as non-academic,
that cater to more fundamental needs such as nourishment and engagement with spaces on campus
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for enjoyment, are of great importance in interpreting a wholistic concept of student experience.
That being said, 30% (44) students chose “sometimes” when asked about how often they eat on
campus, with a total of 37% (54) students that selected “pretty often”, “regularly” or “always”
(Figure 5.24).

Figure 5.24

How Regularly Student Eats on Campus

Similar results were reflected in responses to the question about instances of nice weather and the
frequency with which students eat, talk or relax outside as 30% (44) said “sometimes” where a total
of 42% (56) students identified in the range of “pretty often” to “always” (Figure 5.25).

Figures 5.25

How Regularly Student Eats, Talks or Relaxes Outside on Campus When there is Nice Weather
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Likewise, when asked about enjoyment in relation to attending college students overwhelmingly
selected “pretty much” at 38% (55) with equal numbers of students stating either “sometimes”, “a
lot” or “very much” at exactly 19% (27) each (Figure 5.26).

Figure 5.26

How Much Student Enjoys Attending College

The final question, which assessed overall happiness was consistent with a positive sense of
wellbeing with 34% (49) students choosing “generally”, 23% (34) for “pretty much” and 17% (25)
for “very much” (Figure 5.27).

Figure 5.27

Overall Happiness
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Conclusively, responses indicate a propensity to eat, talk and relax on campus, activities that
validate a strong sense of wellbeing as well as high levels of happiness.
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Focus Group Analysis
Two focus groups were held at the Bronx Community College campus in October 2019 during the
fall semester. Students, who had attended the institution for at least one semester, were invited to
participate in the survey on campus design, disseminated earlier in the month by the Office of
Student Success on the campus listserv. Survey participants identified their interest in being part of
the focus group where they were asked to share their experience of campus design at BCC. There
were two groups held on the same day and each was comprised of five students. These sessions
lasted forty-five minutes and included a group conversation in addition to a walking tour of the
campus.

Once completed, the audio recordings from the focus groups were transcribed and analyzed for
coding purposes. The content was reviewed and grouped into codes that emerged in accordance to
commentary on specific aspects of campus design. A total of six codes were identified during this
process, namely:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Student Profile
Comfort
Stress
Social Interactions
Campus Engagement
Traditional Campus Design

Transcript content was grouped together into codes based on type of commentary and its meaning
in relation to campus design. Furthermore, these codes were sorted into themes that arose in terms
of the homogeneity in content. Student Profile and Social Interactions together comprise the theme
of Scholarly Identity, Campus Engagement and Traditional Campus Design represent the theme of
Belonging, and lastly Comfort and Stress characterize the theme of Wellbeing.
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scholarly identity. Thinking about the college experience, Chance, Lewis and Terlando (2014)
claim that “not all students who attend these institutions have fully embraced a “scholarly identity
and developed aspirations for high levels of academic achievement” (p.31). With that in mind,
additional information is needed concerning the construction of such an identity, more specifically
the variables involved. Aspects of identity formation likely include networks that influence the
ability to engage with the process of information gathering in addition to shared interests that serve
as a foundation for seeing oneself as a person who is concerned with scholarly pursuits.

student profile. During the focus group discussion students were asked whether they enjoy being a
student, to which responses varied. Generally, focus group participants stated that they enjoy being
a student, though one specified that she felt “mixed”. She explained that she does enjoy learning,
yet she shared: “some of the resources offered do not align with my needs.” As someone with a
fulltime job, this student feels that she attends a school with a traditional academic environment,
although she occupies a more non-traditional student identity. In that regard, even though BCC
offers a comprehensive set of resources to support students with their educational needs, this student
finds herself attending at night or on weekends, which are times when she has limited access to
many offices or social events on campus. The student gave the example of attending a class on
campus after work, an experience that she defined as: “a bit strenuous” when compared to taking a
course online. In the case of this participant, straddling duel identities, that of a student and that of
worker, presents additional stress to her scholarship on campus. For this student, the online learning
experience is more convenient.

This is a common challenge for many community college students who seek an academic
experience that resembles the classic student life, where one attends classes while navigating
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through a new and distinct built environment, spaces, within densely packed urban locations, that
are allocated specifically for higher learning. Yet, the responsibilities associated with being a
fulltime worker often do not allow these students to engage with all aspects of college life, such as
attending class during the day when the largest number of courses are offered, or to meet with
students on campus for social and academic interactions, or to make appointments with faculty to
discuss course work. There are certainly alternatives such as online classes or email to communicate
with classmates or faculty, however it comes with a degree of isolation, that does not exist for
students who are able to attend college during the daytime and who have more flexibility in their
schedule because work is not their primary focus.
Alternately, another participant described his enjoyment being a student as: “giving him a different
view from high school education.” A third student stated, “I took a break from school for like three
years but then I got tired of being a cashier at Wholefoods, so I just came back.” These participants
exemplify a reflective quality when communicating their experience as students. The former
comment draws parallels between secondary versus postsecondary education whereas the latter
conveys a sense of relief when recalling the challenges of the workforce. These students express a
certainty in their embracement of scholarly identity, moreover they contrast this with alternative
identities when assessing their fulfillment as a student.

One participant made the distinction between being a student and being an active student, who does
well. She clarified: “I don’t enjoy being in class, but I know it’s going to help me achieve a goal
and give me a job that I will love.” For this participant, the experience of being a student plays an
instrumental role in attaining a desirable future, despite the discomfort experienced while being in
class. Her perspective is that short term discomfort will lead to long term happiness, where the
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earlier responses identify enjoying specific aspects of the learning experience such as the
independence of online courses, the alternative perspective from a secondary education or simply
the contrast to the monotony of being in the workforce. Her interpretation of the postsecondary
experience in not unlike Levine’s (1986) analysis of institutions of higher education in the postWorld War I era, as moving beyond the academic experience and toward a way to “train, accredit
and impart social status to their students” (p.19).

All participants state that they were not the first in their family to attend college. Most reference
other members of their extended family who attended specific institutions, for example one student
said, “my cousin graduated from Lehman college” whereas another explains, “my little brother is
actually at (SUNY) Purchase and my mom went to school in Honduras”. One female identified
herself as a legacy student because both her mother and father had attended Bronx Community
College. In the group, the exposure to postsecondary education was consistently positive as each
participant shared some type of direct connection to the college experience within their extended
or immediate family.

social interactions. Thinking about the social dimensions of the academic experience, Boyer’s
(1987) research on the undergraduate experience comes to mind as he states, “students need solitude
and intimacy as well as togetherness; and they should be able to choose their companions without
institutional constraint” (p.187). During the focus group, participants were asked to discuss the type
and frequency of social interactions they experienced on campus with questions that related to
friends, classmates and time spent on campus.

alone. Around half of the group responded that they were generally alone on campus with
statements such as: “most of the time I’m alone because I’m usually just going to classes then going
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home” or “I’m usually sitting alone on the phone”. One student commented on time constraints
because when asked about friendship on campus she states: “no, I have classmates that I like a lot,
but I don’t have friends on campus. I don’t just hang on campus. I don’t have time.”

classmates. Students categorized classmates as being other students who they interacted with for
goal-oriented purposes such as completing assignments or reviewing coursework. One participant
shared her experience with what would be deemed a secondary group in sociological terms as she
mentions: “so I have classmates who I spend time with but after class you’ll be like ‘did you hear
what the teacher said, blah blah blah – OK bye’ and we don’t see each other and we don’t talk.”
Moreover, a second student is enthusiastic about groupwork as she claimed: “yeah…I’m one of
those people that has a group chat and we keep each other posted and we let each other know about
the classwork that’s due and we do work together.” Similarly, a student described: “I don’t have
friends - friends but I do have class friends and it’s like a combination of ideas in the beginning.
But, in my statistics class, which is very hard class, there are students around me that don’t
understand so I don’t let them copy but I’ll explain it to them, and we do it together. But that always
happens inside the classroom like ten minutes before teacher comes in.” These comments cause
one to consider Saltrick’s belief that “college for many of us is a process of socialization, a rite of
passage, which requires its own material culture … places on campus where students connect with
one another. The strength of the future physical university lies less in pure information and more in
collage as community” (p. 31). In this way, a multitude of communities seem to exist within the
academic environment that are framed by different types of social interactions.
friends. Another student depicts friendship on campus as “hard” as she explains: “I do have like
friends on campus, like from last semester but it’s so hard to keep up because last semester we had
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one class together. We meet up in North Hall or even in Colston Hall. That’s it.” When asked if he
has friends on campus, one student says: I’d say I do because I spend time with this one friend, I
grew up with. We went to middle school and one I went to high school with”. He continued by
stating: “even though we don’t have the same class my friend is taking classes that I’ve taken before.
So, I’ll help him out with class, and he’ll help me out. And we just discuss it.”
Similarly, a student recalls a previous semester as she explains: “I think it was last semester, I had
a break in between class; like my first class was at 10am and my next one was at like 3pm. So, I
met some friends and we would get a room in the Library and study and stuff.” One student says
when on campus: “I’m with friends because when I’m alone, I’m usually studying inside.” She later
elaborates on friendship when asked about her habits on campus stating that: “I eat with my friends
at the tables. If I’m outside eating, I am definitely with friends.” This remark relates directly to
Deasy’s findings at the University of Chicago where “in an analysis of friendship relationships …
closeness or proximity was found to be precisely correlated to recognition and liking”, reinforcing
the idea that regular interactions create shared experience that, in turn, increase the potential for
bonding (49).

Many students identified with the concept of being alone on campus. The examples offered included
being on the phone and passively engaging with surroundings. Alternately a participant maintained
that she identified as being alone despite discussing coursework with other students in order to
refrain composing assignments as a group, so as to avoid plagiarism. Limited time on campus was
another point made, when describing reasons that it was challenging to spend time with classmates
on campus, despite enjoying their company in the classroom setting. Classmates is a label that
participants use to define students that they encountered during class situations and eventually
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developed relationships that formed the basis of a support network for the completion of course
assignments.

Students regarded their classmates positively, communicating the well - defined parameters of their
interactions. In some instances, it was clear that regular interactions in class could strengthen the
connection between students, ultimately shifting the label of classmate to friend, however differing
course schedules hindered the ability to stay in contact on a consistent basis. These friendships
could be nurtured by coordinating class schedules using breaks between classes to reunite with
classmates, who they now regarded as friends, yet again the time was spent completing coursework
as opposed to socializing or arranging an activity off campus. To that end, some students viewed
time spent with friends in a very leisurely capacity, referencing time outside or eating as being
social moments for them on campus. The distinction between these social and scholarly sections of
their campus life were explained by independent engagement with coursework in the library versus
relaxing with friends.
belonging. In “The Humanistic Psychology of Metaphysicology” (1981), Giorgi examines the
relationship between place and space as he claims, “there are ways in which man belongs to the
world, or the soul belongs to the body, or the public is related to the private, that the analytic style
of thinking cannot capture because it presupposes the cutting off of the belonging relationships.” In
dissecting the concept of belonging, he articulates the dimensions that exist within the social fabric
of a space, more specifically how that translates into a feeling of participation within a whole; a
community. Additionally, the concept of social belonging relates to postsecondary education in that
it creates a foundation for the academic experience. Walton and Cohen (2007) have described the
concept of social belonging as a central human need to have positive relationships with others.
Research suggests that students who occupy a minority identity are more likely to experience some
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level of uncertainty in academic environments that could potentially affect performance or overall
wellness.

Participants in this study were clear that they did feel welcome on the campus. Their commentary
was reminiscent of Gibson’s concept of affordances or “what the object offers the animal, what it
provides or furnishes, either good or ill”, when articulating their experience of the space (p. 127).
Both the sentiment and action depicted in the student responses define an ease that accompanies
the open green spaces on campus. They provide positive affordances i.e. places they can approach,
relax or disappear in a way that Gibson describes as the ability to hide, another type of affordance
that allows the user to go unnoticed within a space (p.143).

Some students gave vivid descriptions to elaborate on this feeling of belonging on campus as one
student responds: “people just be on the grass doing whatever they want. I remember one time I
saw this guy doing yoga on the grass and was like “oh that’s cool”. A second student describes her
experience on campus by saying: “there’s nothing menacing about it, I don’t know it just seems
very calm. Like if I want to sit here I can”. These participants characterized the green spaces on
campus as a place where people have the freedom to engage with the space. It is suggestive of the
idyllic campus culture of the sixties, where students are exchanging ideas and expressing feelings
in a non-threatening way, so as to create a communal experience amongst the student body. These
BCC students have observed that they are welcome in the green spaces.
Collins (2004) asserts that “ritual is essentially a bodily process. Human bodies moving into the
same place starts off the ritual process” meaning a group of individuals must be herded into a single
location, thereby creating a collective initiating the ritual (p.53). In this manner, regular attendance
at an educational institution such as Bronx Community College (BCC), constitutes a form of ritual
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interaction where students engage in certain habitual actions for example: walking up the hill that
leads to BCC’s campus or climbing up the stairs to reach classes that are located in buildings
without elevators or sitting outside to experience the campus as a passive viewer. During the focus
groups students referred to these specific interactions and were able to identify with each other’s
personal experience with these rituals. The area located directly in front of the North Hall building,
namely the library, has four benches that provides one a direct view of the major green spaces on
campus, in addition to Gould Memorial Library.

Participants identified this space and this building as one of the most important places for them on
campus because they used the Library to study either alone or with friends, and the area located
directly outside served as a front porch in addition to a “home turf” of sorts, a place where they
connected with friends between classes. These comments reinforce Deasy’s (1985) idea that “if
there is a place to stand outside the flow of traffic, or even better a comfortable place to sit down,
social contact develops. If this kind of event recurs regularly, a social center is born” (p. 129).

campus engagement. There are various reactions that define the different degrees of proximity we
have in relation to other people, Collins (2004) terms these reactions as “minor conversational
routines” (p. 18). These seemingly fleeting and inconsequential interactions essentially define the
experience in a campus environment. When students were asked about how they engage with their
professors in outside areas on campus, there was much agreement, in terms of their automatic
response.
These ranged from a quick “hello” when passing each other outside to avoiding eye contact all
together. Conversely, when asked about friendships on campus, students made one of two
distinctions: either that they were “friendly” with classmates in the confines of the classroom
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environment because it was a utilitarian interaction connected to academic success or that they had
genuinely made friends with classmates but once the shared class was done, that interaction had
been downgraded to texts such as “hey, how are you doing?”, during the semester. Interestingly,
the student with the strongest feelings about the negative consequences of completing assignments
with classmates i.e. the heightened risk of plagiarism and the most vocal about being an “inside
person”, become a very social within their preferred “home turf”, which was the canteen. During
the campus tour, this student guided the group through the cafeteria, where she identified a friend
in passing, whom she hugged, quite emphatically, upon recognition. These were three examples of
proximal difference that demonstrated the stratification that exists in terms of social interactions on
campus.

traditional campus design. The discussion of the spatial design of the campus offered great insight
into the student experience. It recalled Hall’s concept of sociofugal design of the “grid”, a system
that spreads out as it extends, thereby containing a series of separated points that serve to spread
both people and places versus the sociopetal design of the radiating star, that brings people together
at specific points (p. 146). In that, one of the primary challenges of the campus identified is the
time constraint related to physically accessing it, as a student describes: “I have to walk a whole
twenty minutes to get here and sometimes because it’s very far so most of the time you want to
attend class but because of the distance, you’re like NO, you’re not going to class.” The same
student recalls: “when I was a freshman, I had to look for the buildings and I was a whole hour late.
And it got me pissed.” This participant suggests that college would be easier if all classes were
organized in a single building, expressing how different it was from high school, yet she felt that
this level of difficulty was preparation for life in general. To some extent, she is referencing the
frustration of shifting between the dense grid-like organization of the urban environment or
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sociofugal design and the expansive space that exists between buildings within a campus landscape,
where people are brought together at particular junctures i.e. sociopetal design.

Image 5.1 BCC Campus (Jennifer Nitzky, myportfolio.com)

Alternately, other students were quite precise about their positive feelings toward the campus. One
student explained: “I do like my campus and it looks better than most campuses for a community
college”. Another participant gave a detailed description about her feelings on the campus that
encompassed location, sentiment and convenience as she asserts: “I thoroughly enjoy the campus,
it’s on top of a hill which means you have to go up some very huge steps or from the side but I ride
my bike in so it’s nice to be able to come in through here (pointing to the side of the campus) and I
also appreciate that there are lots of places to park my bike and lock it up and that’s everywhere.”
Similarly, a student explained: “I do like the campus; I like that it used to be NYU’s campus and
like this North Hall is one of the newest buildings. It looks nice to me.” These responses indicate a
definite pride regarding the aesthetic of the campus design and a distinct sense of value in
comparison to the typical community college campus. In addition to the prestige of inheriting a
space from New York University.
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Image 5.2 BCC Campus (Amsterdam News, October, 4, 2018)

The geographic and historical elements highlighted in these participant responses recall Dober’s
(1992) notion of campus landmarks as a source of legacy which serve to bind students together in
a shared identity derived from the institution, one that is defined by scholarship (p.18). The students
were able to articulate elements of the campus that evoke positive feelings such as the convenience
for biking and the enjoyment the North Hall and Library building brings them. In contrast, the first
student’s testimony on the challenges of this campus design distinguishes size and scale when
identifying the differences between secondary and postsecondary institutions.

Many students identified the Library in the North Hall building as their favorite location on campus
in addition to the field located in the center of the campus. One student referenced her most
cherished aspect of the campus as being: “the fact that I feel like I’m at an actual college away from
the Bronx”. This comment highlights a few important aspects of the BCC campus in terms of
location and experience. The participant expressed pride as a student who attends, what she
considers, a “real or bona fide” academic institution, a sentiment that relates directly to the
construction of a scholarly identity and sense of belonging (Image 5.3).
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Image 5.3 North Hall and Library Building (RAMSA, 2012)

In addition to the experience of entering a space that is outside of her usual surroundings in the
Bronx, a location that is reminiscent of the original concept of a university as conceived by the
Greeks, an oasis that exists outside the metropolis. This is a space designated for learning and
therefore must reflect that imperative through aesthetic qualities that encourage contemplation and
solitude. The student is able to articulate sentiment and value, when thinking about the how the
campus design at her college has influenced her academic experience. These ideas echo Hiss’ theory
that “places have an impact on our sense of self, our sense of safety, the kind of work we get done,
the ways we interact with other people, even our ability to function as citizens in a democracy. In
short, the places where we spend our time affect the people we are and can become” (p. xii).

Image 5.4 BCC Campus (Jennifer Nitzky, myportfolio.com)
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When asked about their concept of a traditional campus the overall consensus was that the BCC
campus encapsulated that image for them. The commentary referenced various qualities of campus
design from the aesthetic of a scholarly space to the experience within the lived environment. There
were some slight variations offered to distinguish what they each envisioned in response to this
question of a traditional campus as one student states she imagined “this, except I’m assuming like
instead of Language Hall being for classes it would be a dorm.” Likewise, another student shares
“I’d say I’d expect it to look like this but with less construction.” These participants offer their
vision of this exact campus with minor adjustments to account for constant change that takes place
within the physical plant. The first student is able to account for the placement of living quarters
that are standard to a traditional postsecondary setting, where the second comment signals the
temporary disruption of the construction to the campus aesthetic. Consequently, according to the
article entitled “On Which Campuses is Construction Booming” (2019), featured in the Chronicle
of Higher Education, construction on BCC campus was estimated as being around $101,076,961
for the academic year 2016-2017, a figure that indicates the ongoing improvements and the sizable
financial commitment this campus requires.
A female participant explained that in her vision of a traditional campus she “imagine(s) it looks a
lot like this one with benches, with clear pathways to each building. Everything looks well kept”. In
keeping with that thought, a second participant explains “I feel like this is the closest campus that
looks like a real campus at CUNY but that’s just my opinion. And Brooklyn College”. A third
participant stated, “I think this looks like how other colleges look and I feel like it gives me the
feeling like I’m away when I’m here”. Participants reiterated ideas from the nineteenth century that
were presented in the Olmsted Report on campus design encouraging “arrangements designed to
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favorably affect the habits and inclinations of students and to qualify them for a wise and beneficent
exercise of the rights and duties of citizens and shareholders” (1999, p.25).

These student comments reveal a distinct expectation about what a traditional academic
environment offers in relation to functionality, precision and experience. One student identifies the
necessity of logical special layout to facilitate easy access when moving between buildings and by
extension between other students. This is the second reference to the feeling of being “away” which
sets the world outside, apart from inside the campus. This concept of being “away” has both literal
and figurative because it references everyday life and non-academic experience beyond the
collegiate boundaries just as the city of New York exists outside the campus walls. For these
students, the campus design reinforces their dedication to fundamental aspects of learning such as
the process of reflection and critical thinking. Here a sense of tradition is embraced through design,
offering students a form of membership within a legacy of scholarly pursuit.
wellbeing. The community college occupies a strategic space in a student’s academic experience
as it serves as a middle ground between secondary and post-secondary education. The landscape is
new and with that sense of possibility come unique challenges that either help or hinder progress.
Students are faced with an array of obstacles, from academic performance to socio-cultural factors
that shape the experience. For some, the two -year institution offers a terminal degree that prepares
one for an entry level-position in the workforce, where others begin the first half of a four-year
education, that will necessitate both transfer and acclimation to a second university. Given these
varied challenges, wellbeing can determine the potential for success. In view of this, Dyment and
Bell (2008), posit that “green school grounds are more inclusive of people who may feel isolated
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on the basis of gender, class, race and ability suggesting that these spaces promote, in a very board
sense, social inclusion” (169).

comfort. inside buildings. Students were asked to participate in word association to relate how they
felt when they are inside buildings on campus. This method draws from the research of Marcus and
Wischemann (1998) who suggest that there is a relationship between campus design, mental health
and emotional wellbeing, as demonstrated by their study at Berkeley University. One student
responded “It kind of depends on the building. When I go to the library and I go to the second floor
I feel COMFORTABLE and SPACIOUS and GOOD. When I’m in Colston or Language Hall or
Bliss, I feel. CLAUSTROPHOBIC because it’s very DARK. It feels like the paint is really dark and
it’s chipping, it’s COLD. It just feels CLOSED IN.”

Image 5.5 Colston Hall (Flickr, October, 15, 2017)

Correspondingly, another student considered her experience by stating “I feel most
COMFORTABLE when I have class, well I only had one class in the North Hall but like the other
buildings are really old and you just look up and the paints chipping and um yeah that’s about it.
It makes me feel like I am really COMFORTABLE when I am in North Hall like I am really GLAD
to be here but when I’m in the other ones I’m like ready to go.” The North Hall and Library building
exemplifies the concept of a “Front Yard” in that it is a space where students experience stress
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reduction in reaction to the aesthetic qualities of their surroundings. This learning environment is
positioned at the north end of the campus, where one can enter and exit the grounds of the university.

With reference to the social aspects of being inside buildings on campus, a student reflected on her
experience by sharing two places that made her feel comfortable. She explained “I’m someone who
likes to stay indoors so the time it gets to me. I’m not going to say depressed but I get STRESSED
because I don’t get to talk to a lot of people and when I go to the canteen I see a lot of people and
even though I don’t really have conversation with them the little noise I hear makes me feel more
COMFORTABLE.”
Image 5.6 North Hall and Library Building (RAMSA, 2012)

Image 5.7 North Hall and Library Building (RAMSA, 2012)
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Image 5.8 North Hall and Library Building (The Architect’s Newspaper, October, 3, 2015)

For this student, Marcus and Wischemann’s (1998) concept of “home turf” or “home base” is
realized in the canteen, a space where she experiences acceptance, belonging and comfort. It is a
location on campus where the student has created a form of community that is conducive to her
specific needs, as someone who has an introverted personality as well as being predisposed to
staying indoors.

Participants were unanimous on their feelings towards the North Hall and Library building as a
space where they experienced great comfort and focus. Most used this building as a basis of
comparison for other buildings on campus, stating that the newness of this space translated into a
sentiment that had an inviting experience, which highlighted the amount of space the area offered.
This building is the most recent addition to the campus, as it was constructed in 2012, closing off
the campus by adding a fourth barrier to the rectangular structure of the campus. Older buildings
were referenced in terms of aesthetic and lighting which served to characterize the negative feelings
students associated with darker spacious that are less well maintained.

outside buildings. Consequently, students had positive commentary with regard to the language
they associated with the experience of being outside on campus. A participant expressed her
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feelings with an example from her schedule “usually for me it would be HAPPY like when I have
attended class, so I am happy when I walk out because I actually did it. And when you walk outside
of Colston at night and there are not a lot of people on campus there is just this particular smell
that is just like NATUREY and you know you don’t smell that much in the Bronx so it’s very
RELAXING even.” Another student mentioned that “outside campus I feel like I am back to reality.
I am not in class anymore and it brings everything I was thinking about back to the mind. I’d say it
brings me BACK TO REALITY.” The elation brought on by the end of a day is echoed by a
participant who exclaimed “that’s the best feeling after class, after your teacher just gave you the
biggest headache. You just walk out and push that door open and the air just hits your face. It’s
actually the best feeling. I feel HAPPY.” The visual aspects of the campus area produces, has a
positive and calming effect. This is exemplified by a participant who explained that he feels
“HAPPY when I am outside because it’s a NICE view to look at and that means I am either leaving
or about to go in.” Likewise, another student mentions “I’d say I feel COMFORTABLE, now that
you know you’re finished like say for example if you only have one class. After that class you feel
more RELAXED because you are already done for the day.”

Image 5.9 BCC Campus (Jennifer Nitzky, myportfolio.com)
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Kaplan and Kaplan (1989) investigated the characteristics of a restorative environment in their
analysis of stress. Their research emphasized the role of escapism as they examined the relationship
between stress and natural environments. According to them, escapism is an inherent feature of
these restorative contexts, exemplified in student responses that communicate the shift between the
stress of the classroom and the tranquility of the outdoor environment. Sensory experience
mentioned in participant commentary includes the image, scent and sensation of nature that
produces a positive reaction in students. In their description of green spaces on campus, participants
use language that connotes a whimsical quality to these areas. One student highlights the fact that
her experience with nature outdoors is rather atypical in the Bronx, as though she were somewhere
else in those restorative moments, after class, when she experiences solitude on campus. To that
end, Kaplan and Kaplan identify restoration in relation to nature as being comprised of “being away,
extent, fascination, and compatibility” (1989, p. 186).

Student commentary underscores a sense of accomplishment that is felt at the end of the day.
Participants relate a satisfaction that comes from completing their course obligations, specifically
attending class. When students exit buildings on campus and enter the outside area, they appear to
use this time to reflect on course discussions, to experience the tranquility of their surroundings as
well as to allow mental and physical readjustment. The participants indicate the restorative aspects
of moving through closed spaces into the open campus area, which is a marker of a forward moving
trajectory, a sign that they are making progress toward their goals. Short term goals include regular
attendance and completing challenging lectures, whereas the long-term goal is moving from the
beginning to the end of a semester, which starts by simply making it to class. One student in
particular remarked on the ambiance on campus at night, specifically how the trees and grass offer
the experience of nature. She referenced the uniqueness of that experience in the Bronx, in addition
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to the wonderment that sensation brought her, eluding to the intimacy that green space offers by
separating the academic and everyday life.

stress. Participants highlighted a number of ways that they interact with the space on campus,
specifically the green spaces. Some of these interactions included consumption of food,
contemplation about feelings or ideas, participating in physical activity or simply taking time to
experience the serenity of the campus environment. A student explained that: “yes, sometimes when
it’s nice weather I would eat my lunch outside and sit outside but that’s about it”. A male student
agreed by stating: “I’d say yes, because it’s a good place to exercise”. Another participant, who
identified as being a mature student said: “I’d definitely have to say yes as well, last Fall they had
a movie night here in ... I think it’s called the quad and it was so nice. I came out of class and I saw
Black Panther. Or sometimes when I come to campus early after work, I’ll sit here and it’s lovely
and really relaxing”. A fourth student was also in agreement as she explained: “I would say yes, I
like it. And I remember when they were building it (North Hall) and I would stay here for hours
talking on the phone even if it was cold, but I do enjoy just sitting here. And it makes you feel like
you’re outside the state also.”

Image 5.10 Gould Memorial Library (Norwood News, May 14, 2017)
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According to Collins (2004), a “ritual is a mechanism of mutually focused emotion and attention
producing a momentarily shared reality which thereby generates solidarity and symbols of group
membership (p.7). In terms of campus culture at Bronx Community College, the ritualistic
movement appears to include communing with the natural aspects of the campus environment such
as the green space in the quad. The comments suggest this green space has some restorative
characteristics as it serves as a location for social events in addition to an area where students can
enjoy solitude during a long day. The green space creates an atmosphere for the students whereby
they feel welcome to engage in physical activity, social interaction, passive observation or quiet
contemplation.

In all the examples given by participants, there was a distinct indication of choice involved in their
time outside on campus, in that they had agency to decide to be alone or with others. These
experiences in the outside spaces, brought satisfaction to the participant in the specific way that
they required during their time on campus, either before, after or between classes. According to
Durkheim, ritual provides an emotional energy that has a motivating effect on the individual, such
that an individual will be drawn to reexperience that feeling again (Collins, p.39).

The quad was frequently mentioned as the space where participants spent time outdoors on campus
because participants liked to watch people, do homework or eat in this space or while sitting the
benches that surround the grassy area located at the center of the campus. The center of the campus,
in addition to the seating around the quad itself, increase the likelihood of what Marcus and
Wischemann (1998) term “collegial encounters” because students have an insider experience
within the campus design. More specifically, the quad and the area surrounding it are a second
example of a “Bach Yard” in that both fraternization and intimacy are elements of that space.
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Responses ranged as one student mentioned: “I like seeing people pass when I’m on the phone or I
spend time on the sides on those chairs on the side” (pointing to benches around quad). A second
student exclaimed: “I also spend time by the tables over there or sometimes in the quad. But
sometimes the quad is full so I’ll sit at the tables, but I also like the tables a lot more because I can
do homework outside if it’s nice”. A third student said: “I usually spend time at the benches right
in front of the café because I don’t really hangout over here but sometimes when I get lunch I sit
outside”. Accordingly, Kaplan’s (1989) theory discusses the role of directed attention versus its
counterpart, namely that of hard and soft fascination, fascination being an effortless form of
attention. In his theory, Kaplan suggests that directed attention is a necessary component to plan or
process information, however this level of prolonged focus causes one to experience fatigue, not
unlike that of a student who may be overthinking content after class. It is Kaplan’s belief that natural
environments, such as green spaces, allow one to disengage from directed attention thereby
engaging in the process of recovery.

Unlike hard fascination that involves passively watching something stimulating like a fast-moving
vehicle, he suggests, that soft fascination, which is found in natural settings, provide a restorative
experience that leads to reflection on ideas that were previously being processed in the directed
attention stage. During the focus group, students consistently mentioned the quad as a place they
felt at ease and spent time alone or while waiting for friends. It appears that this central grassy
location provides them with a vantage point to pause after class in addition to being able to reunite
with friends. The activity taking place along the pathways that surround the quad, afford a location
where students can partake in passive observations, while benefitting the tranquility of the green
space that surrounds them.
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For these reasons, during the focus group students were asked about what they do and where they
go, when they spend time outdoors on campus.
They were provided options such as:
sitting alone to reflect, to listen to music, to eat, to meditate, to people-watch or
sitting with friends and talking or eating
or standing alone and waiting for friends
or standing with friends and talking or
playing sports with friends or
laying down and sunbathing
One student claimed: “I do all of the above apart from the sitting and watching people pass by”
whereas another student explained: “sometimes after class I’ll stay and wait for my friends to come
and I am also usually sitting and eating lunch”. A second student shared: “I feel most comfortable
sitting outside on the benches outside of Muister Hall and then the building right here.” (points to
North Hall)

Image 5.11 Muister Hall (Flickr, October 15, 2017)
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A third student interjects: “I didn’t mention this before but aside from sitting over there (points to
benches around the quad at the far north corner of campus) I like sitting in the Hall of Fame and
reading the plaques or I am by the cannon over there. I just like it”. As demonstrated by students
in both the survey and focus group, the Hall of Fame acts as a “Back Yard” on campus because it
is enclosed and therefore intimate by nature (Marcus and Wischemann, 1998). This area serves a
dual purpose by bringing people together and allowing one to stand apart from the crowd.

Image 5.12 Hall of Fame for Great Americans (New York Daily News, November, 14, 2012)

Another, students offered: “I’m usually sitting alone on the phone. I don’t like to do my work out
here, so I’ll be on my phone”. These comments reflect an array of outdoor activity that students
engage in when they are on campus. A few students mention specific places they return to on a
regular basis where others describe an interplay of both solitary and social interactions.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Discussion

This research provides important findings about the relationship between campus design and
student experience. To better understand this relationship the study focused on three central
questions:
1. How does campus design impact the student experience at a community college?
2. Does contact with green space on campus provide a restorative experience and relief
from the fatigue caused by directed attention?
3. Does campus design contribute to the development of a scholarly identity?

Time
Various methods of data collection uncovered a wealth of information regarding student experience
within this lived environment. In both the survey and focus group, time was a notable theme. The
student’s schedule influences the ability to engage with the campus setting and campus life. As
previously mentioned, community college students often complete a degree while working either a
part time or fulltime job, which effects the way they move through academic spaces. The survey
results revealed that students do spend time on campus, including time outside near green spaces,
although this time was generally spent in a purposeful manner, an important factor in campus use
at a commuter school.

In terms of how campus design impacts student experience, architecture, maintenance and
landscape contribute to the positive experience both inside buildings and in outside spaces. During
the focus group, students explained that their comfort in the North Hall building is the product of
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well-lit classrooms and facilities that are equally well maintained. The aesthetic qualities of this
space culminate into a positive student experience, that in turn foster positive academic habits.
Moreover, the benches lining the area around the quad are appealing to students because they can
sit in a space where they can choose to be solitary or social.

To better understand how students, develop a sense of belonging, this research utilized a form trace
analysis during the focus group to encourage students to share the ways that they spend time on
campus. Marcus and Wischemann’s (1998) research at Berkeley, reminds us that “the need to feel
that one belongs to one spot is so compelling that most students, even those with no formal tie to
any one building (i.e., those who had not yet chosen a major) still appropriated a place to which
they returned daily” (p. 177). The “home turf” orients the student within campus design by creating
a space they can personalize and thereby feel an intimacy within the greater college environment.
These concepts proved accurate at BCC with 85% of students, identifying as having a specific place
on campus that they visited regularly. Furthermore, the campus areas most referenced included the
Library, the Hall of Fame for Great Americans and the benches outside that line the green spaces
on campus. In this instance, the Library and the Hall of Fame are the “home turf”, where the
benches can be considered a “front porch”, as described by Deasy (1985), who posits “if there is a
place to stand outside the flow of traffic, or even better a comfortable place to sit down, social
contact develops. If this kind of event recurs regularly, a social center is born” (p. 129). Participants
in the focus group directly addressed how they spent time on the BCC campus and how its campus
design made them feel.
“… I would stay here for hours talking on the phone even if it was cold, but I do enjoy just sitting
here. And it makes you feel like you’re outside the state also”
“The fact that I feel like I’m at an actual college away from the Bronx”
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“There’s nothing menacing about it, I don’t know it just seems very calm. Like if I want to sit here
I can”
These responses articulate characteristics of campus design that reinforce belonging, as it offers
these students a sense of authenticity that relates to their conception of a traditional college
experience. This is largely connected to the feeling of being away or experiencing a remoteness
found within an oasis and embracing a freedom granted by the approachability embedded in the
campus design.

Time on campus unearths greater insight into the nature of belonging as it does the ability to reduce
stress. When students were asked about general stress as a result of college, the survey responses
ranged from “sometimes” to “regularly” with a combined total of 71%, including those who
selected “pretty often”. Regular contact with green space appeared to be positively related to
Attention Restoration Theory in that time spent engaging with the green spaces on campus did
provide relief from fatigue caused by directed attention as demonstrated by feedback provided by
focus group participants.
“there is just this particular smell that is just like naturey and you know you don’t smell that much
in the Bronx so it’s very relaxing even”
“Or sometimes when I come to campus early after work, I’ll sit here and it’s lovely and really
relaxing”
“people just be on the grass doing whatever they want. I remember one time I saw this guy doing
yoga on the grass and was like “oh that’s cool”
This commentary speaks to the role of Kaplan and Kaplan’s concept of soft fascination as a
component of what constitutes a restorative experience. These green spaces on campus evidently
present an environment that nurtures the student’s potential for mental and physical recovery.
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In thinking about the relationship between campus design and scholarly identity, students expressed
regular use of the campus grounds while attending classes or using facilities such as the Library. In
the focus group, participants were asked to elaborate further on their student experience.
Relationships with other students, whether that be friendship or networks of classmates, guided
how time was spent on campus and supported their commitment to mastering challenging
coursework. Students mentioned informal and formal meetings on campus to complete assignments
or support other students with coursework. They shared instances of waiting at the entrance of
buildings for friends after class or connecting during breaks between classes, activities that were
possible because of the open design of the college.

The Oasis
A second central theme that arose during the study was the interpretation of the campus as an oasis
or a sanctuary. This concept dates to the archetypal image of an academic setting that is physically
removed and therefore separate from activities in the metropolis. It is reminiscent of the educational
environment established in Ancient Greece and more recently at private institutions such as
Cambridge or Harvard. Students articulated a great affinity for aspects of nature that define BCC’s
campus, specifically the green spaces and their ability to create a sense of place that exists separate
from their everyday surroundings in the Bronx. For them, the oasis can influence state of mind, in
that it affords intimacy by day, just as it imparts calm by night. Multiple students explained how
they linger on benches, while using their phone, waiting for classmates or spending time alone.
BCC students described their comfort inside the campus environment, in addition to what seems to
be a disconnectedness that comes with the absence of a strong social network at college. This was
referenced earlier in the discussion of time spent on campus. As a commuter school, students have
varying schedules as well as increased familial and financial responsibilities common to lower
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income households. In this study, participants identified themselves as being part of a broader
family structure where higher education is accessible, however the experience of attending college
is not yet standardized amongst all members of their community, which means the social experience
is likely still new and less defined, as a priority, for these students. In contrast, it can be assumed
that the social networks of students who are residents at their college, are simply stronger because
increased time on campus creates more opportunities to develop friendships and support that
extends beyond catering to practical needs such as course assignments. The culture of student led
organizations, like the Greek system, allow residents to participate in campus life as members of a
larger group that seeks to forge bonds through shared experience on campus. Much of the college
experience is predicated on the idea that one enters a bubble of sorts for the duration of the academic
life and it is within that bubble that a pseudo family network emerges, one that continues to exist
after colleges has ended, often strengthening later within the professional world.
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CHAPTER SIX
Conclusion

Uses of Green Space
Bronx Community College offers its students a unique college experience because it has a
traditional campus, that is located in close proximity to Manhattan and in the heart of a densely
populated borough. The Bronx, though once rich in space, is today defined by homogenous mid to
high-rise buildings that are devoted to housing and commerce. This urban aesthetic reinforces the
distinctiveness of the BCC campus experience to that of other community colleges located in
residential or suburban areas, where the space is potentially less developed in addition to having
more evidence of nature. Nevertheless, the green space found at Nassau Community College spans
225 acres at what is the largest community college campus in New York State.

According to Dober (1996), the landscape of a campus can be incongruent to the area that surrounds
it, as seen in the example of Nassau College, located in a suburban setting where the uniformity
that defines the aesthetic of this space can be described as being part of “the democratization of
land ownership (p. 188). At this campus, plant materials that are native to Long Island have been
used, such as a 19 acre-tract on the college grounds that are identified as part of the original grass
prairie that covered the island (p.233). As a result, the green space found on this campus contrasts
with homogeneity of suburbia, because it presents grassy areas that are less manicured and more
irregular in appearance.

Further comparison can be drawn to other campuses that have a significant commuter student
population and are located outside of the New York City area. A prime example being SUNY at
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Old Westbury, a college that occupies 605 acres of land, with a sprawling expanse of green space
that is also located in Nassau County on Long Island (Oldwestbury.edu). Consequently, Data USA
reflects that, like BCC, Old Westbury has an undergraduate student population that is chiefly
represented by Black (18.2 %) and Latino (16.7 %) female students who attend fulltime
(Datausa.io). One defining feature of this campus, which presents like a State Park, is that it is
largely composed of green space that is unused, with a decorative quality that encourages
observation as opposed to engagement.

The main campus buildings are situated at the center of the grounds however the surrounding area,
kept in pristine condition, is not intended for everyday use by students or faculty. This is indicated
by an absence of benches beyond the main building or a designated campus center, like that of the
quad found at BCC or The Rotunda and Lawn at UVA. As a result, many commuter students can
be found in their car before class. In the absence of a designated nucleus, students park their cars in
a lot located in front of the main campus building, where they listen to music or talk on their phone.
In the example of Old Westbury, there is no shortage of green space, yet without clear cues of how
to use the space, students will interpret the greenery as merely a visual component of their campus,
as opposed to an area to be used.

The SUNY system is composed of a collection of campuses that have a standardized campus design
with a vast amount of green space. These institutions were established in locations where land was
readily available, unlike colleges situated in New York City. At SUNY New Paltz, a rural campus
that is 257 acres in size, the space is used very differently (Newpaltz.edu). At this campus, there is
much diversity in terms of design. The most noticeable attribute is a combination of homogenous
institutional red brick buildings, found throughout the SUNY system, in addition to buildings with
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modern design that complement the natural features of the rural landscape, such as the lake, that
serves to further diversify the landscape. At SUNY New Paltz the campus has a center. Here,
pathways guide one through the grounds and despite the absence of seating located around the green
spaces or the lake, the small scale of the campus offers a more intimate feeling to that of the sprawl
found at SUNY Old Westbury, which likely translates into a stronger lived environment during the
academic year.

Future Areas of Analysis
In this exploration of campus design and the role of green space in the overall student experience,
some larger questions arose that could better address the nature of different academic environments.
The absence of a dormitory at the BCC campus, influences the campus experience because students
are restricted to using the space within business hours during the week. Access to administrative
buildings are limited on weekends as is the library, cafeteria and greater open spaces. At a fouryear college that provides living quarters, students are likely moving through spaces with greater
frequency, which leaves room for a combination of purposeful and purposeless activity. A
significant part of the college social experience is grounded in the idea of simply “hanging around”
or lounging in open areas both indoors and outside. It would be useful to identify a campus where
students have the option to reside on campus, along with a cohort of students that simply commute
and to compare their use of campus space. To learn more about the development of scholarly
identity, belonging and stress as it relates to campus design, specifically green space, the sample
population should be as varied as possible in order to assess experience.

A larger area of exploration one could pursue is the perceptions and experiences of campus design
as it related to faculty. These data could provide greater insight into the lived environment in both
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an academic and social context. Moreover there may be some overlap between the ways that student
and faculty engage with space that could potentially inform further studies as well as policy on the
academic environment.

In this study the focus was how campus design, specifically green space curates an experience,
however in the future this sort of research could go beyond that, as many students identified the
Hall of Fame for Great Americans as a location they frequent regularly, a concrete area that
overlooks the Bronx offering a view of green space. This is an important observation in that the
built environment provides access to visual aspects of nature, while its location behind Gould
Memorial Library creates a level of intimacy for students to be alone or gather in small groups with
some anonymity in an otherwise densely populated borough. Students who attend a community
college located in an urban setting may not experience the campus setting in the same way as a
student who attends a postsecondary institution located in a less developed area with a more
traditional design. Some aspects of that experience include, non-academic social interactions that
foster the development of strong social relationships that are often the basis of alumni gatherings
related to fraternities, extra-curricular groups or simply informal gatherings on campus that
comprise a sense of belonging to a place. The traditional student often considers the postsecondary
environment as place of legacy, identity and community which encourages types of behavior or
conduct that reinforces that sentiment of ownership. This is an area of research worth further
exploration when trying to better understand the essential elements in the student experience, more
specifically what we should offer a student who attends a community college, and how that is
affected by location.

115

Furthermore, age and status are equally important factors in this analysis as younger students tend
to be fulltime students at more traditional campuses. Perhaps, future research in this area should
examine how these factors shape experience. In this instance, participants in the survey and focus
group were largely represented students who fell between the ages of eighteen and twenty. As a
result, this may have influenced the high occurrence of “sometimes” as a response to many
questions on the survey, where a diverse age group may have revealed more definitive perceptions
of campus design. Additionally, a younger student who has recently completed secondary
education, could arrive at a post- secondary institution with inherent bias about how physical space
effects experience, instinctively comparing the college campus with the high school environment,
which in turn may encourage an overly optimistic view of the campus design, particularly in an
urban area where space is at a premium. By accessing a diverse sample group, the study will thereby
include a range of perspectives based on age, status and experience. Other areas of consideration
include gender and major, as this research reflected considerable representation of females majoring
in Liberal Arts. At another campus, this may or may not be the case and thus a compelling point of
comparison.
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APPENDIX A

Survey Questions
1.

How old are you?

2.

How do you identify?
a) Male
b) Female
c) Non- gender conforming

3.

What is your major?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

4.

What ethnicity do you identify as?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

5.

Non - Hispanic White
Hispanics (of any race)
Black or African American
Asian
Two or more races
American Indian and Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

How many semesters have you attended BCC?
a.
b.
c.
d.

6.

Liberal Arts & Sciences
Business Administration
Criminal Justice
Dietetics and Nutrition
Licensed Practical Nursing
Major not declared

0
1-3
4-6
7+

How often do you spend time on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
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d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always
7.

How regularly do you spend time in outside areas on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

8.

How regularly do you spend time outside near green spaces on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

9.

How regularly do you spend time with friends near green spaces on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

10.

How regularly do you visit green spaces like parks or gardens in general?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

11.

How comfortable do you feel at college?
a)
b)
c)
d)

Not at all comfortable
Not very comfortable
Somewhat comfortable
Pretty comfortable
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e) Very comfortable
f) Completely comfortable

12.

Do you have a place on campus that you visit regularly in your free time?
a) No
b) Yes

13.

Where is that place?
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

14.

How comfortable do you feel when you are in that place on campus?
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)
l)

15.

Library
Cafeteria
Hallway(s) outside of class
Entrance “Front porch” or exit “Back porch” of campus buildings
Outside benches on campus
Other __________________________

Not at all comfortable
Not very comfortable
Somewhat comfortable
Pretty comfortable
Very comfortable
Completely comfortable

How often do you socialize with friends on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

16.

How often do you talk with faculty on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always
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17.

How often do you spend time alone on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

18.

How important is it for you to have spaces on campus that make you feel
relaxed?
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

19.

Not at all
Not very important
Somewhat important
Pretty important
Important
Very important

How often do you feel stressed out while you are at college?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

20.

How often do you feel stressed out while you are inside buildings on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

21.

How often do you feel stressed while you are outside building on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

120

22.

How often do you feel stressed out about college in general?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

23.

How strongly do you identify as being a scholar or a college student?
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

24.

Not at all
Not really
Somewhat
Pretty much
A lot
Completely

How often do you think about course content while you are on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

25.

How often do you discuss course content with other students while you are on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

26.

How often do you discuss course content with faculty while you are on
campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always
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27.

How often do you eat on campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

28.

When there is nice weather, how often do you do you eat, talk or relax outside on
campus?
a) Never
b) Not often
c) Sometimes
d) Pretty Often
e) Regularly
f) Always

29.

How much do you enjoy attending college?
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

30.

Not at all
Not very much
Sometimes
Pretty much
A lot
Very much

Overall, how happy are you?
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

Not at all
Not very much
Sometimes
Generally
Pretty much
Very much
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APPENDIX B

Focus Group Questions
1.
2.
3.
4.

Do you enjoy being a student?
Are you the first person to attend college in your family?
How do you feel about your campus?
Do you like spending time in the green areas on campus such as:
The grassy spaces
The areas with trees
The benches around the quad
The areas that are covered by grass outside the buildings

5. When you are outside, are you usually with friends or alone?
6. What are some words you would to describe how you feel inside the buildings on campus?
7. What are some words that you would to describe how you feel when you are outside of the
buildings on campus?
8. When you are outdoors on campus, where do you spend time?
9. Can you show me where that is on our walking tour?
10. Can you identify some of the places where you spend time outdoors on campus and tell
me what you do – for example:
Sitting alone and reflecting or people watching or meditating
Sitting alone and listening to music
Sitting alone and eating
Sitting and reading or reviewing coursework
Sitting with friends and talking
Sitting with friends and eating
Standing alone and waiting for friends
Standing with friends and talking before or after class
Playing sports with friends
Laying down and sunbathing
Other
11. Do you have friends that you spend time with on campus?
12. Do you complete assignments, presentations or homework with them?
13. Are you able to talk to professors or staff while you are outdoors on campus? For
example: do you see them walking by and start a conversation or maybe meet with them
outdoors during spring or summer time?
14. Do you play any sports outdoors on campus?
15. What kind of events do you participate in outdoors on campus?
16. When you are on campus, do you feel welcome in these green spaces?
17. When you think about a traditional college campus, what do you imagine it looks like and
why?
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18. Did you know that this campus belonged to NYU before CUNY?
19. Do you think that in the fifties NYU students enjoyed the same things on campus that a
CUNY student enjoys today?
20. If you had to rate the most important part of your experience outdoors when you are on
campus, how would you rate these things:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

being alone to reflect
being with friends to socialize
being able to do both
being able to eat outside either alone or with friends
being able to see professors outside of class

21. What’s your favorite thing about this campus?
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